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ABSTRACT
Response to Intervention (RTI) was mandated in the state of Tennessee in 2013.
Since that time, it has progressed into all school in the state. However, since its
undertaking in Tennessee schools, teachers report that they do not believe they possess
the ability to effectively implement RTI. Therefore, it is worthy of determining if school
leaders implement practices to enhance teachers’ ability to successfully implement RTI,
which will ultimately enhance their self-efficacy.
In order to determine teacher self-efficacy for RTI and discern if any leadership
characteristics impact teacher self-efficacy for RTI, a combination of the Response to
Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) and the Teaching, Empowering, Leading,
and Learning (TELL) surveys were used. The results from the TELL items were grouped
according to Dr. Reginald Green’s Four Dimensions of Principal Leadership model.
The survey results found that teachers do not possess high self-efficacy across any
of the constructs measured by the RTISES-II, “Differentiation to Assess and Engage
Learners, Meeting Needs of ELL Students, Seeking Evidence-based Support,
Collaboration, and Data-driven Decision Making.” When compared to the results from
the TELL survey when applied to Green’s model, two of Green’s dimensions,
“Understanding of Self and Others and Leadership Best Practices” displayed a positive
correlation to improving two of the constructs measured by the RTISES-II,
“Differentiation to Assess and Engage Learners and Data-driven Decision Making.”
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
This dissertation is an investigation into the relationships between the selfefficacy of educators in regard to multi-tiered instruction and the perceptions of the
leadership climate within those educators’ schools. The study was based on teacher
responses to a survey that measured teacher self-efficacy through the Response to
Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) and educational leadership by the
Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning questionnaire (TELL), which denotes the
four dimensions of Reginald Green’s educational leadership model. The first chapter of
this dissertation offers the background of the study, postulates the purpose of the study,
provides research questions, and defines its significance. The conclusion of this chapter
indicates delimitations of the study and defines some special terms used.
Background of the Study
Upon the reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) in 2004, Tennessee allowed local education agencies to decide to use either a
discrepancy model or student responses to intervention (RTI) in order to make a
determination of eligibility for IDEA (Tennessee State Board of Education, 2013).
However, the Tennessee Department of Education created a task force charged with the
job of making a decision about whether or not the discrepancy model should be
eliminated as a means to determine eligibility (Tennessee State Board of Education,
2013). The task force made a determination that more “tools and strategies” needed to be
utilized to determine IDEA eligibility; therefore, the group recommended relying solely
on students’ response to intervention for identification of a specific learning disability
1

(Tennessee State Board of Education, 2013). The areas noted to be used to identify
qualification of possessing a learning disability were “basic reading skills, reading
fluency, reading comprehension, mathematics calculation, mathematics problem solving,
and written expression” (Tennessee State Board of Education, 2013). Upon this
recommendation from the task force, the Tennessee State Board of Education approved
the use of RTI as the model to be used for identification of specific learning disabilities
(Tennessee State Board of Education, 2013).
While responsiveness to intervention has come to replace the discrepancy model
for qualification according to IDEA, Tennessee has sought to impact all students in its
implementation of Response to Intervention and Instruction (RTI2) (TNCore, 2015). This
implementation follows the model of Tennessee Centers of Regional Excellence
(TNCore), which seeks to enhance student achievement at all levels by using “assessment
alignment and transparency, quality training and meaningful support, and instructional
materials and curriculum” (TNCore, 2015). By implementing RTI2 with fidelity, TNCore
believes that all students will experience success, a “culture of collaboration” will
emerge, and “prevention and early intervention” will be achieved (TNCore, 2015).
The RTI2 model as set forth by TNCore is one that seeks to “allow students to
make progress at all levels, particularly those students who are struggling or advancing”
(TNCore, 2015). The RTI2 framework utilizes three tiers to identify the amount of
instruction in the previously identified areas needed for students to be successful as they
progress through school (TNCore, 2015). Every student is identified as a Tier I student
because instruction for Tier I occurs in the coursework all students are completing
(TNCore, 2015). The model for RTI2 notes that 80-85% of students should only need Tier
2

I instruction to be successful (TNCore, 2015). Students identified in Tier II require
additional help beyond the instruction they are receiving in the Tier I setting (TNCore,
2015). The model states that 10-15% of students will be identified as needing Tier II
interventions (TNCore, 2015). Finally, students who are significantly behind their grade
level in the areas previously identified by the Tennessee Department of Education are
identified as Tier III students (TNCore, 2015). These students will be 3-5% of the
school’s population (TNCore, 2015). According to the RTI2 framework, the percentages
presented are those of a “well-run RTI2 system” and that many schools may be working
towards those percentages as a goal for successful implementation (TNCore, 2015).
Additionally, a requirement of IDEA is to “address the disproportionate
representation of minorities in special education” (Gardner III, Lopes Rizzi, & Council
III, 2014). Ever since Brown vs. Board of Education was passed in 1954 and schools
became integrated, an academic achievement gap has existed between minority students,
including African Americans, Latinos, and Native Americans, and majority students
(Gardner III et al., 2014). On a national scale, the number of African American students
who have become qualified for special education is disproportionate to the number of
those students in attendance at school (Anderson-Irish, 2013). Increased, disproportionate
numbers of minority students being placed into special education could be an indication
that cultural biases or factors that may not be disabilities are the reason for special
education placement (Gardner III et al., 2014). Furthermore, African American students
being referred to special education for “more severe forms of disabilities” occurs more
frequently than Caucasian students who possess similar IQ and achievement scores
(Anderson-Irish, 2013). Responsiveness to intervention is seen as having the potential to
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address the gap in special education placement between minority and majority students
(Anderson-Irish, 2013). However, while some research has shown that RTI is effective in
reducing the number of referrals for minority students to special education, other
researchers deem that its effectiveness is inconclusive (Anderson-Irish, 2013).
Nonetheless, the use of documented data and interventions prior to special education
referral bodes well for individualizing measures to be taken to meet student needs
(Anderson-Irish, 2013).
With any new initiative or mandate, teachers must adjust previous practice for
effective implementation. According to Albert Bandurra (1977), an individual’s
perception of his or her own ability has an impact on coping mechanisms in given
situations. When a person believes he or she is equipped to manage a situation, the
likelihood of having a conviction to that situation will be greater, especially if necessary
skills are present and a satisfactory incentive is in place (Bandurra, 1977). Adversely,
when people possess fear or feel threatened by situations, they are less likely to exert
much energy to handle the situation (Bandurra, 1977). In order to effectively implement
response to intervention, teachers must possess or develop adequate self-efficacy.
Bandurra (1994) defined self-efficacy as “people’s beliefs about their capabilities to
produce designated levels of performance that exercise influence over events that affect
their lives.”
Furthermore, with the response to intervention mandate, school leadership must
play a pivotal role for implementation to be successful. Reginald Leon Green (2010)
outlined four dimensions for principal leadership in the twenty-first century. Those
dimensions, Understanding Self and Others; Understanding the Complexity of
4

Organizational Life; Building Bridges through Relationships; and Engaging Leadership
Best Practices (Green, 2010), provide a roadmap through which leaders can navigate to
effectively manage a school.
Statement of the Problem
Response to Intervention was mandated in the state of Tennessee in 2013. Since
that time, it has progressed into all school in the state. As cited in the literature, effective
professional development is essential for effective RTI implementation (Ridgeway, Price,
Simpson, & Rose, 2012; TNCore, 2015). However, since its undertaking in Tennessee
schools, teachers report that they do not believe they possess the ability to effectively
implement RTI. Therefore, it is worthy of determining if school leaders implement
practices to enhance teachers’ ability to successfully implement RTI, which will
ultimately enhance their self-efficacy.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to investigate relationships between educators’ selfassessed efficacy for multi-tiered instruction and their perceptions of the climate for
educational leadership at their schools. With the former measured by participants’ selfreports captured by the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) and
the latter represented by their responses to twenty items selected from the Teaching,
Empowering, Leading, and Learning questionnaire (TELL) denoting the four dimensions
of Green’s educational leadership model. Through this survey, the study seeks to answer
the following research questions.
Research Question 1
5

Are there differences in educators’ reported self-efficacy for multi-tiered
instruction with respect to the five constructs measured by the Response to Intervention
Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II)?
Research Question 2
Across the five constructs measured by the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy
Scale II (RTISES-II), does the reported self-efficacy differ by such respondent
characteristics as gender, status as a general or special education teacher, level of training
in special education, and overall years of experience in education?
Research Question 3
Are there differences in educators’ perceptions of their school’s climate for
educational leadership with respect to twenty TELL Tennessee items measuring Green’s
four-dimensional model?
Research Question 4
Across the four dimensions constituting Green’s model, does the perceived
climate for educational leadership differ by such respondent characteristics as gender,
status as a general or special education teacher, level of training in special education, and
overall years of experience in education?
Research Question 5
What is the strength of relationship between educators’ reported self-efficacy for
multi-tiered instruction with respect to the five constructs measured by the Response to
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Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) and an overall assessment of the perceived
climate for educational leadership measured by Green’s four-dimensional model?
Research Question 6
Is the strength of relationship between educators’ reported self-efficacy for multitiered instruction with respect to the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II
(RTISES-II) and an overall assessment of the perceived climate for educational leadership
measured by Green’s four-dimensional model, mediated by the previously mentioned
respondent characteristics?
Professional Significance of the Study
Due to the previously noted significant departure from the discrepancy model that
has been undertaken in the state of Tennessee, many students will be impacted by the
implementation of RTI2. Attempting to determine teachers’ self-efficacy regarding their
ability to enact response to intervention practices and the relationship of that self-efficacy
to the leadership climate of the schools could lead to more beneficial practices of all
involved. Since quality training has been outlined by TNCore (2015), learning of teacher
self-efficacy about the need for training can provide useful insight about the manner RTI2
was initiated at the school level.
Furthermore, gauging professional development needs through the Response to
Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) can be meaningful to the schools who
have teachers responding to the surveys because those responses can identify particular
needs of those teachers.
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Finally, responses gained from the Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and
Learning questionnaire (TELL) can allow a determination of the leadership abilities and
whether or not the climate of leadership will be able to meet the professional
development needs identified. These responses will also allow the perceptions of teacher
beliefs about the leadership climate in their schools to be determined so that possible
improvements can be made in all facets of the school, not only response to intervention
practices.
Delimitations of the Study
As with all studies, the results of this study may not be applicable to all teachers
in all settings. Given the rural nature of the schools in which the survey was distributed,
results in an area closer to a metropolitan region may differ. Additionally, the
respondents to the survey were at varying points in the implementation of response to
intervention within their schools.
Furthermore, the responses gained regarding professional development are limited
to professional development needs for response to intervention self-efficacy and not
general teacher self-efficacy; therefore, the results gained from the study will not be
universal for all teacher self-efficacy regarding teaching practices.
Definition of Terms
Response to Intervention (RTI): A “tiered approach to instruction” (Cowan & Maxwell,
2015) that utilizes a process of “scientific research-based” interventions that may be used
in the evaluation procedure for special education (Richards, Pavri, Golez, Canges, &
Murphy, 2007).
8

Tier I: In the process of Response to Intervention, this tier includes all students because
Tier I instruction occurs through coursework all students complete (TNCore, 2015).
Tier II: In the process of Response to Intervention, students identified in Tier II need
additional assistance beyond the instruction they are receiving in Tier I (TNCore, 2015).
Tier III: In the process of Response to Intervention, Tier III students are significantly
behind the grade level in which they are enrolled for Tier I instruction (TNCore, 2015).
Response to Intervention and Instruction (RTI2): Through the implementation of
Response to Intervention, the state of Tennessee utilized the name Response to
Intervention and Instruction and sought to extend its impact to all students by using
“assessment alignment and transparency, quality training and meaningful support, and
instructional materials and curriculum” (TNCore, 2015).
Self-efficacy: “People’s beliefs about their capabilities to produce designated levels of
performance that exercise influence over events that affect their lives” (Bandurra, 1994).
Teacher Self-efficacy: In an educational context, teacher self-efficacy is defined as a
teacher’s belief about his understanding of pedagogical practices and how those practices
lead to increased student achievement (Corona, Christodulu, & Rinaldi, 2017; Ninkovic
& Knezevic Floric, 2016; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014).
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Chronology of Special Education
In 1893, the Massachusetts Supreme Court ruled that a student could be expelled
from school because that student did not possess the ability to perform academically
(Esteves & Rao, 2008). Brown v. Board of Education (1954) was the “first significant
court case” to open the door for integration of all students into appropriate public
education (Esteves & Rao, 2008). Although Brown v. Board of Education did not directly
address special education, that court case led to the belief that all students, regardless of
race, gender, or disability, should be able to seek and obtain a public education (Esteves
& Rao, 2008). In April of 1965, President Lyndon B. Johnson signed the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) into law, which ended choosing whether or not to
participate in special education services (Esteves & Rao, 2008) and provided federal
funding for student identified as living in poverty (University of Kansas School of
Education, 2018).
Two court cases in 1971, Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children
(PARC) v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and Mills v. Board of Education of the
District of Columbia, ruled that students identified as having learning disabilities must be
enrolled in a public school with a plan to meet their individual needs and that these needs
could not be denied by publicly funded schools (University of Kansas School of
Education, 2018). Prior to these rulings, schools in the United States were educating one
in five students with disabilities (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). After the rulings
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in 1971, the United States Congress carried out an investigation to determine how many
students needed special education services and found that eight million children required
such assistance (University of Kansas School of Education, 2018). Of that amount, fewer
than half were receiving the appropriate services, 2.5 million were be provided with an
inadequate education, and 1.75 million were not enrolled in school (University of Kansas
School of Education, 2018).
Due to these findings, President Gerald Ford signed Public Law 94-142, or the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act, in 1975 (Esteves & Rao, 2008; University
of Kansas School of Education, 2018), which required equal access to public education
for all students and mandated that states certify that their school systems were compliant
with the law (University of Kansas School of Education, 2018). The Education for All
Handicapped Children Act sought to “(a) improve how children with disabilities were
identified and educated, (b) evaluate the success of these efforts, and (c) provide due
process protections for children and families” (U.S. Department of Education, 2010).
The first special education case to make its way to the United States Supreme
Court, Board of Education of Hendrick Hudson Central School v. Rowley (1982),
determined that students who qualify for special education services must be afforded
programs that meet their “unique educational needs” so that students are able to benefit
from classroom instruction (Esteves & Rao, 2008). In 1986, President Ronald Reagan
signed the Handicapped Children’s Protection Act, which gave more decision-making
authority to parents in the development of their child’s Individual Education Plan, or IEP
(University of Kansas School of Education, 2018).
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In 1997, the Education for All Handicapped Children’s Act became the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), which changed the emphasis of
special education from allowing students access to public education to giving them
“meaningful and measurable programs” (University of Kansas School of Education,
2018). Within the amendment were requirements that students have goals that could be
measured annually, a mandated assessment to determine progress, further increased
parental involvement in the development and continuous process of their child’s IEP, and
mandatory goal progress results to parents (Esteves & Rao, 2008).
In 2004, IDEA was again amended to begin seeking early intervention for
students, even more increased accountability, better educational outcomes for students
receiving special education services, and increased standards for teachers to be qualified
to teach special education (University of Kansas School of Education, 2018). The 2004
amendment also mandated that school districts devote up to fifteen percent of special
education funding to general education if statistics deemed that a “disproportionate
number of students from minority groups were placed in special education for reasons
other than disability” (University of Kansas School of Education, 2018).
The 2004 amendment to IDEA also initiated the potential for states to employ
alternative methods for determining if a student has a learning disability, such as RTI
(Esteves & Rao, 2008; U.S. Department of Education, 2010). Furthermore, this
amendment required states to establish goals for student participation rate due to a
substantial increase in the number of students receiving services since 1976 (Esteves &
Rao, 2008). As stated in the Introduction, the State of Tennessee mandated in 2013 that
RTI must become the required practice to determine if a student possesses a specific
12

learning disability and receive special education services (Tennessee Department of
Education, 2013).
Initial Identification of Students in Special Education
The discrepancy model for identifying students with specific learning disabilities
was enacted in an “arbitrary fashion” in 1977 so that two percent of the school’s
population would automatically be identified (Restori, Gresham, & Cook, 2008). This
method remained the way students were identified since “no better alternative” was
available to take its place (Greer, 2005).
According to the Tennessee State Board of Education, the manner for making a
determination of whether or not a student qualified for services under the Individuals
with Disabilities Act (IDEA) had been through the use of a discrepancy process
(Tennessee State Board of Education, 2013). The discrepancy model makes a comparison
of the scores students have obtained on achievement tests and their intelligence quotient
(IQ), and if “a large enough discrepancy” exists, they are identified as learning disabled
(Greer, 2005). However, when IDEA was reauthorized in 2004, the task of determining if
a child possesses a gap between his or her academic achievement and “intellectual
ability” became the responsibility of the local education agency through “scientific,
research-based intervention,” or Response to Intervention (RTI), in “oral expression,
listening comprehension, written expression, basic reading skill, reading comprehension,
mathematical calculation, and mathematical reasoning” (Tennessee State Board of
Education, 2013).
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From the initial implementation of IDEA in 1977 through 2004, evidence against
the use of the discrepancy model began to build. First, this model did not sufficiently
provide identification of students in lower grades, causing students not to be identified
and/or not to qualify for services until they reached grades beyond second grade (Restori
et al., 2008; Richards et al., 2007). A second noted issue with the discrepancy model is
the lack of “scientific basis” for its use (Restori et al., 2008). A third issue comes from
the concern of implementation by the individuals charged with identifying the specific
learning disability (Restori et al., 2008). This variability in implementation stems from
poor interpretation of the discrepancy model and subjective identification of students
potentially eligible for testing by school personnel (Restori et al., 2008). Another reason
comes from low achieving students never being eligible for services because they score at
a level that does not meet the qualifying standards (Restori et al., 2008). Finally, another
criticism exists due to the use of “intelligence tests” as a method to determine whether or
not the student was “expected or unexpected” to “underachieve” (Restori et al., 2008).
While RTI is reliant on interventions performed by teachers in the classroom, the
discrepancy model employs cognitive assessments performed by psychologists (Greer,
2005). According to Rachel Stroud, PhD, the discrepancy model maintained its standing
as the model used in education because a better alternative was not readily available to
replace it; however, the removal of psychological assessments in favor of the RTI model
could prove to be problematic because its implementation may or may not be systematic
(Greer, 2005).
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Process of Response to Intervention
When the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) was reauthorized in 2004,
determining student eligibility for learning disabilities became possible through the use of
“a process that determines if the child responds to scientific research-based intervention
as part of the evaluation procedure” (Richards et al., 2007). The new provision in IDEA
noted that the interventions received by students would be made available to them
immediately to improve their academic performance and did not require them to be
designated under special education (Pyle & Vaughn, 2012). Prior to the reauthorization of
IDEA, qualification for a specific learning disability had been gained through an
assessment that displayed a gap between a student’s scholastic aptitude and his or her
achievement (Richards et al., 2007). After the reauthorization in 2004, the designation for
a specific learning disability became available if a student did not respond to evidencebased intervention over time (Ridgeway, Price, Simpson, & Rose, 2012). While the use
of response to intervention (RTI) to determine a specific learning disability became
possible through IDEA in 2004, the specific implementation of RTI is not addressed
clearly. Thus, states and local education agencies must make the policy and
implementation decisions about the manner RTI will be executed (Bocala, Mello, Reedy,
& Lacireno-Paquet, 2009).
The reauthorization of IDEA in 2004 and the need for RTI followed the mandate
of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation in 2002 that research-based reading
programs must be used by educational agencies (Ridgeway et al., 2012). The intent of the
NCLB provision was an attempt to ensure all students were reading on the appropriate
grade level when they reached the end of the third grade, and the legislation caused a
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“direct focus” on research-based programs to enhance reading fluency and
comprehension, since those components are “major factors” throughout a student’s
academic life (Ridgeway et al., 2012).
Response to intervention has been defined in many ways since it was started.
However, when IDEA defined it as a “tiered approach to instruction,” it outlined three
phases that should be integrated into the process. First, instruction occurs in the regular
classroom and students are screened to determine their progress. Second, when students
are not making appropriate progress, they receive instruction in small groups. Third, this
instruction occurs more frequently when students do not seem to make adequate progress
and that instruction is subjected to ongoing appraisal (Cowan & Maxwell, 2015). The
foundation for the use of RTI is grounded in the research that when a student receives an
effective intervention, that student’s probability of positive academic improvement will
increase (Bocala et al., 2009). The process of response to intervention comes from the
healthcare field in which the hindrance of disease is sought through preventative
measures, such as periodic checkups and regular exercise. When increased measures are
needed to maintain health, patients receive treatments to determine if their health
improves, and those treatments are specific to their individual needs (Vaughn & Fletcher,
2012). This process has been applied in school settings in two ways. First, the procedure
can work on preventing and treating behavior issues in students. Second, it can be put
into place to attempt to prevent reading and math difficulties for students (Vaughn &
Fletcher, 2012).
Response to intervention is a three-tier model through which students progress
and interventions become more intense when learning, as well as behavior, do not show

16

progress towards improvement as “evidence-based treatments” are implemented.
However, some models do include a fourth tier in which students are referred to special
education and potentially diagnosed with a learning disability (Ebbinger, 2016). Pyle and
Vaughn (2012) defined response to intervention as a “multitier framework” for providing
students with interventions if they continuously display “low performance and inadequate
response” to instruction. The National Association of State Directors of Special
Education (NASDSE) has defined response to intervention as “the practice of providing
high-quality instructions and interventions matched to student need, monitoring progress
frequently to make decisions about changes in instruction or goals, and applying child
response data to important educational decisions” (Pereles, Omdal, & Baldwin, 2009).
Students are moved among tiers in regard to their individual needs and that movement is
based on monitoring of the students’ progress over time (McDaniel, Albritton, & Roach,
2013). This model was put into place so that students having issues academically are
identified as soon as those problems arise, and instruction becomes evidence based in
order to meet those students according to need (Ridgeway et al., 2012). In addition, this
framework was created to enhance the academic performance of both students with and
without disabilities (Cowan & Maxwell, 2015). According to Richards, Pavri, Golez,
Canges, and Murphy (2007), response to intervention enacts a necessity to look at
students individually and monitor the progress of those students in a consistent manner
while utilizing practices that are “empirically validated.” Student achievement is sought
to be maximized in response to intervention by closely monitoring how students are
responding and adjusting interventions based on how those students are making progress
(Bocala et al., 2009). Since response to intervention is a “multifaceted approach,” it
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possesses the potential to comprehensively manage all students’ needs, academically and
behaviorally (Pereles et al., 2009). Furthermore, this framework is intended to recognize
issues students may have, provide interventions as early and as often as possible, and
make assessments of those interventions in order to determine whether or not they are
impacting the students (Ebbinger, 2016).
According to the National Research Center on Learning Disabilities, the response
to intervention framework encompasses multiple structures, including “high quality
classroom instruction, research-based instruction, assessment of classroom performance,
universal screening, continuous progress monitoring, research-based interventions,
progress monitoring during interventions, and fidelity measures” (Bocala et al., 2009).
McDaniel et al. (2013) claims that for response to intervention to be successful, it should
include “screening, primary intervention, secondary, targeted intervention, tertiary,
individualized intervention, progress monitoring, and multidisciplinary evaluation and
collaboration.” In addition, the parents or guardians of the student and multiple members
of school personnel should be involved in the process (McDaniel et al., 2013).
Two major truths of response to intervention are “learning difficulties are not
inherently due to child deficits and most students will experience significant educational
gains from targeted, empirically based, and closely monitored interventions” (Powers &
Mandal, 2011). Furthermore, making a determination regarding whether limitations on
academic gains are present poses difficulty in a classroom setting because research-based
interventions may or may not be taking place (Ridgeway et al., 2012).
Response to intervention seeks to have interventions that are appropriate to
individual student needs and can be implemented through a “uniquely designed
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instructional package or a standardized treatment that has been empirically validated,”
and the interventions executed by educators should be specific to the needs of the
students (Ridgeway et al., 2012). This process removes the need to label students, since
students can receive interventions without a formal label being assigned to them (Pereles
et al., 2009). However, the method can theoretically serve to prevent student failure
through increased academic ability or can diagnose a learning disability (King, Lemons,
& Hill, 2012). Since the techniques for RTI implementation can differ from school to
school, some factors must be excluded in order to determine if a student qualifies for
special education services after he or she does not make progress from the interventions
received. Those factors include “lack of instruction, vision and hearing issues, intellectual
disability, emotional disturbance, cultural and environmental factors, and limited English
proficiency” (Ebbinger, 2016). After these elements have been omitted, a team of school
personnel sets a standard for comparison of the student’s academic performance, and then
that performance is compared to a level of performance of a peer group of students who
are the same age (Ebbinger, 2016). Once the influences have been determined not to be
pertinent and the academic comparison displays a “significant difference,” the school
team must answer whether or not it believes the student has a disability, and if so, if he or
she needs assistance with that disability through special education (Ebbinger, 2016).
Ebbinger (2016) notes that through the aforementioned process, RTI does not seem to
fully identify students for special education services. However, McDaniel, Albritton, and
Roach (2013) have claimed that the RTI process is considered to be an “alternative, more
accurate way to diagnose learning disabilities.” Since this extensive process has been put
into place through RTI, the special education teacher’s role has shifted from providing
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services to those who are not able to keep pace with classmates to a “last resort” for
students who have not responded to the interventions (Richards et al., 2007).
In order to move students to different tiers and as previously noted in the
components of RTI and its use of screening and progress monitoring, data-based
decisions must be utilized (McDaniel et al., 2013). The timeline for making the decision
of tier movement is after interventions have been implemented according a student’s
specific needs in eight to twelve week increments (Ridgeway et al., 2012). The data of a
student’s rate of improvement over the aforementioned time is the deciding factor when
the decision is made regarding tier placement, which can mean moving a student from
tier three to a special education referral or from tier two to tier one (Ridgeway et al.,
2012).
In order for the framework of RTI to be implemented with fidelity, an emphasis
must be placed on that framework, teachers must receive on-going professional
development, and the process must be executed with utmost accuracy (Ridgeway et al.,
2012). For use in schools, RTI should concentrate on “early intervening, prevention, and
specific learning disability identification” during elementary school; however, its
attention in secondary grades should shift to “remediation, supplemental support, and
content recovery, with the outcomes being to pass core courses and examinations and to
graduate” (Pyle & Vaughn, 2012). The two approaches King, Lemons, and Hill (2012)
lined out align with Pyle and Vaughn’s differentiation between elementary and secondary
RTI. The first approach identified by King, Lemons, and Hill (2012) and called the
standard protocol occurs when students “move in an almost lock-step fashion through a
series of standardized, preselected, research-based interventions.” In the second method,
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or problem solving approach, school leaders “devise differentiated sets of supplemental
interventions based on student need.” Although the RTI process is a method for
identifying students who need special education services, school wide reform for all
students is a potential byproduct. The framework causes early identification of students
and instructional improvement will likely result for all students in their tier one
placements if the complete process is implemented with fidelity (Bocala et al., 2009).
Components of Response to Intervention
The education of all students can be enhanced through the use of RTI, since tier
one is in place for all students in their classrooms and consists of “high quality, research
based” teaching (Ridgeway et al., 2012). Traits of a teacher that are considered as high
quality include “strong general intelligence and verbal ability, strong content knowledge,
pedagogical dexterity, an understanding of assessment and scaffolding techniques, and
adaptive expertise” (Ridgeway et al., 2012). The aforementioned instruction partnered
with the same type of intervention as well as continuous monitoring of student progress
are essential components of an RTI model implemented with fidelity (Richards et al.,
2007). However, while those components have been identified to be necessary, a singular
approach to RTI or formal definition that streamlines the process of RTI does not exist
(Bocala et al., 2009).
The tiers through which students move in RTI are in place as a method to refine
the individual needs of each student (Pereles et al., 2009). In order to begin the process of
identifying tiers in which students need to be placed, universal screeners, “a type of
measurement that is characterized by the administration of quick, low-cost, repeatable
assessment of age-appropriate skills,” are used to make a determination of where a
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particular student has progressed through his or her education (Ridgeway et al., 2012).
Through the use of a universal screener, identification of possible tier placement can
occur, and a student may only be identified as needing tier one coursework or additional,
individual interventions through tier two or tier three (Ridgeway et al., 2012). In a
secondary setting, “reliable, valid, and efficient screening” can occur through the use of
state assessments that meet the requirements of the No Child Left Behind legislation;
therefore, use of existing data from a state test can decrease the need to assess students in
order to take full advantage of opportunities to provide interventions, which is “an
explicit goal of any RTI model” (Vaughn & Fletcher, 2012).
Through tier one classroom instruction, the majority of the student body is
expected to receive what is needed for success through “school-wide supports and
strategies” (McDaniel et al., 2013). Tier two does not replace any tier one instruction;
instead, it is in place to enhance what students are receiving in their coursework
(Ebbinger, 2016). The reason for tier two interventions is that when students receive
interventions for approximately thirty minutes per day in addition to regular instruction
for ten to twenty weeks that they will progress at a rate that allows them to “catch up”
with their classmates (Ebbinger, 2016). During the half hour interventions, students
should be divided into small groups, and the instruction they receive should be targeted to
their needs (McDaniel et al., 2013). These small group, second tier interventions should
be monitored regularly to determine if a student is making progress. If the interventions
are proved to cause the student to find success, he or she may get to the point where only
tier one instruction is necessary and tier two interventions are no longer needed
(Ridgeway et al., 2012).
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If a student is found to require more support than a tier two setting, tier three
placement results in an increase in the intensity and duration of the interventions
according to the student’s need, and the ratio of student to teacher is also decreased so the
intervention can become more fully individualized. As in tier two, the student’s progress
is monitored to determine the effectiveness of the interventions (Ridgeway et al., 2012).
The progression through tiers in RTI can become a method for ascertaining a student’s
need to receive special education services, and the entire process of classroom work as
well as interventions in both tier two and tier three settings can aid a school team in the
determination of whether a formal identification is necessary (Ridgeway et al., 2012).
In order for the full process of RTI to be implemented with the greatest benefit to
students, the program must be in place with a high degree of fidelity. When placing
students in tiers, a full team should make considerations about the students and ensure
that all students have been receiving “appropriate and adequate instruction” in the
classroom. If the program is implemented with fidelity, then an aspect of the legal
obligation for appropriate instruction has been met according to IDEA (Ridgeway et al.,
2012). In order to enhance the fidelity of RTI, students must have data that represents
their individual progress as they have received interventions. In order to make
determinations of whether or not students are meeting goals, their progress must be
monitored throughout the time they are receiving interventions (Ridgeway et al., 2012).
Curriculum-based Measurements (CBM) have been created as a method for measuring
academic progress, and the validity and reliability of this method have been substantiated
through research studies. CBMs have also been solidified as a way to gauge academic
growth and make plans for any further changes that may be needed. Another method,
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Norm-reference Tests (NRT), do not provide the appropriate information to see growth or
make needed adjustments. Therefore, CBMs have been identified as more applicable for
use in RTI (Ridgeway et al., 2012).
As previously noted, the RTI process must have school teams that “discuss
screening and progress monitoring results, design instruction for tiers one, two, and three,
and continually evaluate the effectiveness of the RTI model in place” (McDaniel et al.,
2013). In order to make the team effective, school personnel, families, and outside
stakeholders must cooperate with one another to determine what is best for each student
(Pereles et al., 2009). In particular, increased family inclusion has a significant impact on
student success. Positive relationships between schools and families have a “direct impact
on the achievement of students” (Pereles et al., 2009).
With all other noted components of RTI being in place, two models exist: the
problem-solving model and the standard protocol model. The problem-solving model is a
“systemic” process that “assesses student strengths and weaknesses, identifies evidencebased instructional interventions, and evaluates the effectiveness of interventions
implemented with students” (Sawyer, Holland, & Detgen, 2008). The problem-solving
system is more “fluid” than the normal operation of the separate programs or classes in a
school because the whole student can be addressed and all needs, remedial or advanced,
can be discussed and acted upon (Pereles et al., 2009).
The standard practice uses screening data to identify student problems. This data
could be school wide, class wide, or both, and depends on “specific, predetermined
instructional techniques and resources that improve student achievement” (Sawyer et al.,
2008). This procedure is driven by “standard intervention processes and fixed
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instructional content” with students receiving additional instruction beyond the classroom
in groups that have fewer students and similar academic deficits (Sawyer et al., 2008).
Efforts have been undertaken by some researchers to make a combination of the problemsolving and standard protocols. An example comes from Vaughn and Fuchs in the form
of a “problem-solving emphasis in the early tiers, high accountability standards across
general education, and standard interventions to address particular student learning
problems” (Sawyer et al., 2008).
Implementation of RTI
Although school employees typically agree with the process and intent of RTI,
they often have difficulty with “progress monitoring, providing appropriate interventions,
and data-based decision making” (McDaniel et al., 2013). Recommended spans of time
for providing interventions to students during tier two vary from eight weeks to twenty
weeks (Sawyer et al., 2008). According to Vaughn, Linan-Thompson, and Hickman,
identification of the need to increase student support can occur at ten, twenty, and thirtyweek intervals, and at the conclusion of thirty weeks, these students could be identified as
requiring special education services (Sawyer et al., 2008).
In order to exercise maximum efficiency in the classroom, tier two interventions
should utilize small group instruction that targets “specific skill deficits” corresponding
to the five key areas of reading instruction, “phonemic awareness, alphabetic principle,
fluency with text, vocabulary, and comprehension” (Powers & Mandal, 2011). These
core areas have been identified by the National Reading Panel (Powers & Mandal, 2011).
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The role of the teacher in RTI is essential because “programs don’t teach, teachers
do,” and even the programs that have been validated as research based will not be
effective if the teacher does not employ them correctly (Ebbinger, 2016). Since resources
in many schools may not be abundant, various people, including special educators,
reading specialists, speech and language pathologists, and school psychologists, are able
to assist with the process of RTI, especially by utilizing data to enlist explicit
interventions (Richards et al., 2007). Collaboration among the aforementioned
stakeholders as well as general education teachers is essential so that homogenous groups
of students can be created according to the needs of each student (Richards et al., 2007).
The role of the teacher is further emphasized because the RTI model necessitates that the
teacher’s role be assessed prior to any referrals of students to special education can be
enacted (Richards et al., 2007). In the state of Florida, leaders at the state level have
stated that a shift from indicating a disability a student may have to discern educational
plans to making decisions about their needs based on the progress they are making has
begun to be undertaken (Sawyer et al., 2008). Furthermore, educators in Florida have
mentioned that deconstructing the “silos” which exist for general education and special
education could cause resources to become more plentiful for all students, and
Mississippi educators also believe that RTI could blend services and enhance
opportunities for all students (Sawyer et al., 2008).
Representations of RTI typically use not only the level of skills a student has but
also the rate at which a student gains new skills to make a determination of performance
(Sawyer et al., 2008). Additionally, Fuchs and Fuchs advise that a “dual discrepancy”
should be implemented so that performance according to achievement as well as skills
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growth is in place to make determinations regarding whether or not students are at risk
and should receive additional reading instruction (Sawyer et al., 2008).
Nine strategies have been identified by researchers at Mid-continent Research for
Education and Learning (McREL) that best benefit all students through a “theory-based
meta-analysis.” These strategies, beginning with the most effective, are “identifying
similarities and differences; summarizing and note taking; reinforcing effort and
providing recognition; homework and practice; nonlinguistic representation; cooperative
learning; setting objectives and providing feedback; generating and testing hypotheses;
and questions, cues, and advance organizers” (Pereles et al., 2009). According to the
Carnegie Council on Advancing Adolescent Literacy, all core content educators should
make the teaching of literacy skills an emphasis with “direct, systematic, and explicit”
instruction in vocabulary and comprehension in each content area (King et al., 2012).
Existing within all academic content areas are crucial reading and writing skills which
must be taught in order for success in that content area (King et al., 2012). Researchers
have recommended that secondary students should receive “approximately two to four
hours of daily literacy instruction and practice that takes place in language arts and
content-area classes,” which would cause all educators to embed literacy instruction into
their courses (King et al., 2012).
The creation of common formative assessments can assist the aforementioned
need of integrating literacy into all courses when “aligning the curriculum with academic
standards, for reaching consensus on priorities for instruction and assessment, and for
generating dialogue and building common language among educators and students”
(Ridgeway et al., 2012). When utilized, common assessments can aid in selecting the
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right direction for students based on their performance, and goals related to their progress
can be determined (Ridgeway et al., 2012). Once data has been gleaned from these
assessments, differentiation of instruction can become more readily applied, and both
student placement for RTI and program evaluation can be addressed (Ridgeway et al.,
2012).
Since most reading deficits can be prevented during the early years of school and
in effect decrease the amount of students who have reading difficulties in secondary
grades, reading teachers must be “well prepared and highly knowledgeable” with the
propensity to enlist evidence-based practices in the classroom (Pyle & Vaughn, 2012).
However, when a secondary student does exhibit reading difficulty, evidence from Barth
and Espin, Wallace, Lambke, Campbell, and Long indicates that measurement of oral
reading fluency does not need to occur as often as that of primary students because
secondary students will not display the gains of younger students (Pyle & Vaughn, 2012).
Process of RTI in Tennessee
While responsiveness to intervention has come to replace the discrepancy model
for qualification according to IDEA, Tennessee has sought to impact all students in its
implementation of Response to Intervention and Instruction (RTI2) (TNCore, 2015). This
implementation follows the model of Tennessee Centers of Regional Excellence
(TNCore), which seeks to enhance student achievement at all levels by using “assessment
alignment and transparency, quality training and meaningful support, and instructional
materials and curriculum” (TNCore, 2015). TNCore is made of “eight regional offices”
created by the Tennessee Department of Education to increase collaboration between
local education agencies and the state department (Tennessee Department of Education,
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2015a). By implementing RTI2 with fidelity, TNCore believes that all students will
experience success, a “culture of collaboration” will emerge, and “prevention and early
intervention” will be achieved (TNCore, 2015).
The RTI2 model as set forth by TNCore is one that seeks to “allow students to
make progress at all levels, particularly those students who are struggling or advancing”
(TNCore, 2015). The RTI2 framework utilizes three tiers to identify the amount of
instruction in the previously identified areas needed for students to be successful as they
progress through school (TNCore, 2015). As students move through the tiered model, the
interventions provided become increasingly intensive if improvement is not realized in
the area for which the student is receiving the interventions (McDaniel et al., 2013).
Every student is identified as a Tier I student because instruction for Tier I occurs in the
coursework all students are completing (TNCore, 2015). The model for RTI2 notes that
80-85% of students should only need Tier I instruction to be successful (TNCore, 2015).
Students identified in Tier II require additional help beyond the instruction they are
receiving in the Tier I setting (TNCore, 2015). Most students require no additional
interventions beyond Tier I and can be monitored through the procedures in general
classroom instruction (McDaniel et al., 2013). The model states that 10-15% of students
will be identified as needing Tier II interventions (TNCore, 2015). These students meet in
small groups and typically receive 30 minutes of interventions (McDaniel et al., 2013),
and the interventions received should target specific skill deficits (Powers & Mandal,
2011). Finally, students who are significantly behind their grade level in the areas
previously identified by the Tennessee Department of Education are identified as Tier III
students (TNCore, 2015). These students will be 3-5% of the school’s population

29

(TNCore, 2015). According to the RTI2 framework, the percentages presented are those
of a “well-run RTI2 system” and that many schools may be working towards those
percentages as a goal for successful implementation (TNCore, 2015).
When IDEA was reauthorized, Tennessee school districts possessed the choice of
whether to utilize the discrepancy model or responsiveness to intervention in order to
determine eligibility under IDEA (Tennessee State Board of Education, 2013). This
choice afforded to school districts lasted until a task force was formed by the Department
of Education and the group recommended responsiveness to intervention become the
only way students could become eligible for services under IDEA (Tennessee State
Board of Education, 2013). According to Joey Hassell, former Tennessee Department of
Education Assistant Commissioner of Special Populations (Tennessee Department of
Education, 2015b), the event that ultimately caused the shift from the discrepancy model
to RTI2 was the data from the 2011-2012 state report card that showed “one out of two”
students with individualized education programs (IEPs) performed at a proficient level on
state tests (J. Hassell, personal communication, October 27, 2015).
The Tennessee state report card from 2011-2012, referenced by former Tennessee
Assistant Commissioner of Special Populations Joey Hassell (personal communication,
October 26, 2015), displayed proficiency ranges for students with IEPs from forty-seven
percent in eighth grade to sixty-five percent in fifth grade in Reading/Language Arts and
thirty-eight percent in eighth grade to sixty-seven percent in third grade in math
(Tennessee Department of Education, 2012). Policy makers in Tennessee made a
complete change in the manner utilized for the identification of specific learning
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disabilities from the discrepancy model to responsiveness to intervention (Sabatier &
Weible, 2014; Tennessee State Board of Education, 2013).
The implementation of RTI2 is still underway in the state of Tennessee; therefore,
the full impact of the policy has yet to be determined.
Effectiveness of RTI
Research has shown that RTI has enhanced the performance of students who may
be considered as at-risk and has decreased the number of students who have been referred
for special education services (King et al., 2012). In order to accomplish this task, data
must be continuously collected so progress can be monitored and potentially adjusted
with the ultimate goal of increased performance academically (Powers & Mandal, 2011).
In addition, potential shortfalls exist in the implementation of RTI. These include the
number of resources present for students, the amount parents are informed about the
process, and the fidelity of the manner interventions are executed (Powers & Mandal,
2011).
According to Powers and Mandal (2011), two adages of responsiveness to
intervention are that all learning difficulties faced by students may not be caused by
deficits and students will show academic progress from “targeted, empirically based, and
closely monitored interventions.” The effectiveness of the implementation is dependent
on early intervention, research-based interventions, communication among the school and
parents, and the aforementioned monitoring of progress (McDaniel et al., 2013). In order
to ensure student growth at its highest potential, data must be collected continuously
through progress monitoring (Powers & Mandal, 2011). Along with the previously
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mentioned tenets of effective implementation, the cycle of a successful response to
intervention model includes “screening, primary prevention, secondary, targeted
intervention, tertiary, individualized intervention, progress monitoring, and
multidisciplinary evaluation and collaboration” (McDaniel et al., 2013). Furthermore,
additional benefits of RTI include a confirmed method for identification of special
education, which will lessen the number of students inappropriately referred to special
education, quicker intervention for students who may otherwise fail, the potential to
reverse the trend of over identifying students from minority groups for special education
services, and increased contact and collaboration between special education and general
education teachers (Bocala et al., 2009).
A challenge to the effectiveness of RTI is the full-scale implementation of the
three-tier model across an entire school with all of the cohesive operations and parts
(Sawyer et al., 2008). Previous research has not focused on the entire process of RTI but
rather on individual portions of the whole undertaking (Ridgeway et al., 2012). The
validity of this process as compared to other assessment practices has not been validated
in the research but does implicate that the procedures enacted during RTI do show gains
in students’ scores. However, a gap exists for those students who responded to the
assessment and those who were termed “low responding children” (Stuebing, Fletcher, &
Hughes, 2012). Such types of adequate and inadequate responders for pretest and posttest
measures indicate that although a difference does exist for responses from students, RTI
research is in accordance with this and has deemed adequate and inadequate responders
as typical (Stuebing et al., 2012). Furthermore, the RTI Coordination Council of Texas
has stated that RTI “holds the promise of ensuring that all children have access to high
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quality instruction” (Ridgeway et al., 2012). The group established its stance further by
noting that students who struggle will be identified earlier with interventions immediately
put into action so those students obtain the proper support (Ridgeway et al., 2012).
Additional researchers and policy makers, including the National Reading Panel,
National Joint Committee on Learning Disabilities, and President’s Commission on
Excellence in Special Education, hold that the change to the RTI process is a more
beneficial undertaking because students who do not perform at an adequate level will be
recognized and receive supports at a younger age prior to lowered expectations becoming
the norm for a student. Furthermore, such students will be able to receive increasingly
intensive interventions that fit their needs in the place of indiscriminate test scores
(Powers & Mandal, 2011). Another group, lead staff from the North Carolina state
education agency cited three explanations for the reason RTI is a positive practice for
students. First, students who struggle will become able to receive support through their
entire school program, instead of only receiving services through special education.
Second, identifying students at an earlier age can allow them to receive supports before
they are deep into their educational lives. Third, RTI operates concurrently with everyday
classroom instruction and will minimize the number of students needing to be referred to
special education (Sawyer et al., 2008).
Since RTI was initially enacted in primary reading instruction, its effectiveness is
rooted in the early grades as a reference point for implementation in secondary schools
(King et al., 2012). Nonetheless, responsiveness to intervention has been studied since it
became a part of IDEA in 2004 (Tennessee State Board of Education, 2013). According
to Hughes and Dexter (2011), response to intervention has been studied more thoroughly
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in the lower grades with little attention given to middle and high schools, and the entire
body of research is “emerging” but needs more longitudinal data to fully determine its
effectiveness (Hughes & Dexter, 2011). The findings from thirteen studies noted by
Hughes and Dexter (2011) showed that responsiveness to intervention did show
improvement in low level reading and math skills. However, the impact of “higher-level
reading or math skills, writing, or in content areas such as science or social studies” did
not have results present (Hughes & Dexter, 2011). The National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) has provided data that displays gains in elementary
students’ reading abilities but notes that upper grade students are not experiencing the
same gains; thus, the current system in place is not producing adolescents who are
prepared to continue the success they have experienced at younger ages (King et al.,
2012).
According to King et al. (2012), L.S. Fuchs has stated that the practices of RTI in
lower grades are unlikely to have the same effects for secondary students, including a
specifically noted instance that “remediation approaches shown effective for younger
learners will work the same for adolescents.” Additional research has claimed that RTI is
typically linked to elementary grades because the majority of studies have reviewed the
impact of the process on kindergarten through third grade and little importance has been
placed on determining what the continued practice would be or how it would affect
students as they age and progress through school (Vaughn & Fletcher, 2012). Hindrances
for secondary RTI practices include cost, standardized implementation, and a lack of
evidence to claim that secondary RTI results are “robustly effective” (King et al., 2012).
Although some improvement has been shown with secondary RTI execution, the results
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have not been as favorable as those seen with younger students, even in instances when
the fidelity of implementation has been scrutinized closely (King et al., 2012). Due to the
relationship of identification and prevention of learning disabilities and RTI that is
prominent in the lower grades, the continuation of the standard protocol in secondary
settings does not prove to be compatible for those students who have reading difficulties
and have been deemed beyond prevention of these problems (King et al., 2012). With
success of the standard protocol model being found only in certain circumstances, a
problem-solving method for RTI is more appealing to administrators in secondary
situations (King et al., 2012). This methodology of RTI allows flexibility in regards to
which educators provide teaching, which instruction is put in place, and independence for
education professionals to choose the appropriate way to intervene with students who are
struggling adolescent students (King et al., 2012). Increased variability will become the
norm for problem-solving RTI practices because the professionals in secondary settings
will try multiple tactics to attempt to make a determination of what works for individual
students (King et al., 2012). Since the identification of learning disabilities is unlikely to
occur with secondary students, administrators at this level have an increased opportunity
to create meaningful goals through RTI, and a specific, meaningful goal that is present in
every high school setting is helping students obtain a diploma (King et al., 2012).
Vaughn and Fletcher (2012) have noted nine implications for the implementation
of RTI for secondary students with reading difficulties. Those are as follows:
1. Intervention with older students is not too late. Nonetheless, students at the
age of adolescence often have such complexity to their reading difficulties
that success with interventions takes an extensive amount of time.
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2. Older students with reading issues have the biggest benefit when interventions
are focused on the level of words used as well as the lexical level of the text.
3. Improvement in older students is often shown through development of words
and concepts within a content area.
4. School-wide emphasis on surface knowledge and content jargon in tier one
instruction benefits those students experiencing reading difficulties.
5. While the teaching of comprehension strategies can be helpful, those practices
are often insufficient due to the lack of “vocabulary, background knowledge,
and/or decoding/”
6. Reading gains for students after the fifth grade will be more incremental in
nature than those students in earlier grades.
7. The expectation of improvement with students in secondary grades who have
reading issues is a multi-year process.
8. Further studies are needed that are longitudinal in nature in order to provide
insight about the ways to improve outcomes in “vocabulary, comprehension,
and knowledge acquisition.”
9. Little evidence exists to solidify the need for a “clinically responsive
approach” as the correct method for addressing reading problems in secondary
students, and further research for this claim is needed.
As previously noted and due to the increased amount of time needed to show
improvement, adolescent students do not need to “pass through” the various levels of RTI
because they have already received tiered interventions in earlier grades that did not
prove to be beneficial, and both previous and current data can support the placement that
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best meets their needs (Vaughn & Fletcher, 2012). Students in middle grades who have
prolonged reading difficulties may not see enough progress to achieve “grade-level
reading” proficiency (King et al., 2012). However, more recent results from smaller
sample sizes of middle school students show that reading interventions, specifically oral
fluency and maze measurements, have shown to be reliable and valid and have aligned
with the samples of larger groups of students (Vaughn & Fletcher, 2012). Although the
results for middle school students were deemed reliable and valid, changes to students’
reading ability were incremental, and the timeliness of monitoring progress similar to that
in elementary schools may be too often (Vaughn & Fletcher, 2012). If interventions for
secondary students are enacted, modest results are attainable when interventions in
literacy are conducted in a manner that is as “intense as possible” (King et al., 2012).
In a meta-analysis conducted by Edmonds and colleagues, secondary students
were shown to have success with an effect size of .72 when “multicomponent reading
interventions” were employed (Pyle & Vaughn, 2012). A different meta-analysis
accomplished by Scammacca for students in grades 4-12 showed that “multicomponent
reading interventions” were almost as effective (effect size = .56) as those found by
Edmonds with particular success for students in grades 4-8, who had an effect size of
1.05 (Pyle & Vaughn, 2012). The findings from these meta-analyses display the need to
work on various skill deficits rather than focusing on a single deficit when working with
older students (Pyle & Vaughn, 2012). Another finding noted that students with reading
problems who have no interventions in the later grades experience a decline in their
reading ability, and these same students need numerous points of intensity across many
reading components, including “word study, fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary”
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(Pyle & Vaughn, 2012). As a result, a “whole-school model” is advised for older students
so that vocabulary and comprehension strategies can be emphasized across all content
areas, and word study approaches can be utilized for those students who are found to be
in need of that type of instruction (Pyle & Vaughn, 2012). The developmental differences
of adolescents in relation to younger students and the more difficult curriculum as
students age solidifies this approach (Pyle & Vaughn, 2012).
Although RTI started as a tool for identification of students needing special
education services, it shifted to a part of an “integrated educational system” in which
general education and special education operate together (McDaniel et al., 2013). Both
special education and general education teachers must work together to make a
determination about the need of students (Richards et al., 2007). In addition to the
previously mentioned teachers, reading specialists, speech and language pathologists, and
school psychologists can provide their expertise to assist in the process (Richards et al.,
2007). Ehren and Whitmire reiterate the need to involve speech and language
pathologists in a larger role for secondary students (King et al., 2012). The involvement
of a more robust range of professionals, integrating strategies across all areas of the
curriculum, and employing more motivational types of interventions, such as video
games, show the need for further research to determine effectiveness in a secondary
school (King et al., 2012). Furthermore, utilizing the development of background
knowledge and continuing reading within various subjects, such as science and social
studies, is beneficial if consistently implemented throughout secondary education with a
basis that these students are still increasing vocabulary that is specific to certain
disciplines and continuing to hone reading skills within those content areas that will be
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valuable as they progress through the remainder of their education and beyond (Vaughn
& Fletcher, 2012).
In order to progress students through the tiered model, decisions must be made on
the data attained through progress monitoring (McDaniel et al., 2013). In order to make
these decisions, RTI teams must be formed at the school level (TNCore, 2015), and these
group members must come together to discuss individual student progress, interventions,
and needs (McDaniel et al., 2013). This process causes an “individualized” view of
students in a school and provides empirical evidence for the educational decisions made
regarding each student (Richards et al., 2007).
As previously noted, the 2004 amendment to IDEA put into place the necessity
for states to set goals for student participation so that the correct students would be
referred for special education and minority subgroups would not be identified
disproportionately (Esteves & Rao, 2008; University of Kansas School of Education,
2018). However, since the 2004 amendments to IDEA, the percentage of students
receiving special education has not drastically decreased. According to the National
Center for Education Statistics (2018a), thirteen percent of students received services
during the 2014-2015 school year, which was an increase from the previous three years.
Also, from the time RTI became a possibility for schools to utilize for special education
referrals, the percentage of students receiving services initially increased (National
Center for Education Statistics, 2018). The highest percentage of students with
disabilities as identified under IDEA occurred in 2004-2005 (13.8 percent); therefore, the
percentage of students in 2014-2015 (13 percent) was a decrease (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2018a). However, “different patterns of change in the percentages
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served with some specific conditions” were a factor for that decrease (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2018a). Furthermore, in a more recent publication from the
Tennessee Department of Education (2017), the national percentage of students with
disabilities increased (13.3 percent).
Additionally, when special education referrals were divided into type of disability,
specific learning disability (34 percent), which is the method of diagnosis utilized by
RTI, was substantially higher than the next highest reason for identification, speech or
language impairment (20 percent) (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018b).
When percentages of students receiving services were divided into subgroups, American
Indian/Alaska Native (17 percent) and Black (16 percent) were the groups with the
highest populations (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018b). Another
disproportionality exists for the percentage of males receiving services (17 percent)
versus the percentage of females (9 percent) (National Center for Education Statistics,
2018b). Finally, when the results of high school completion were reported, Black
students receiving special education services achieved the lowest percentage of such
students receiving a high school diploma (62 percent), which is substantially lower than
the 69 percent of all students receiving services (National Center for Education Statistics,
2018b). However, the same subgroup does have the highest percentage of receiving an
alternative certification in the form of a “certificate of completion, modified diploma, or
some similar document” (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018b).
In the state of Tennessee, the percentage of students reported in 2017 was similar
to the percentage of students for the entire nation (13 percent) (Tennessee Department of
Education, 2017). Statistics for students being identified for specific learning disabilities
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was also the highest reported category for enrollment in special education (Tennessee
Department of Education, 2017). Finally, while the percentage of White students
identified for services (65.3 percent) mirrors the percent of White students enrolled (65.2
percent), the percent of Black or African American students (25 percent) is higher than
the total percent enrolled (22.4 percent) (Tennessee Department of Education, 2017).
Since the implementation of RTI2 in Tennessee is currently underway (TNCore,
2015), the effect of this implementation will be determined after the process has been in
place for multiple years; therefore, the decision to modify how specific learning
disabilities are identified in the state of Tennessee will not immediately produce final
results (Cairney, 2013). However, responsiveness to intervention has been shown to
impact student achievement. According to Visible Learning for Teachers, response to
intervention has an effect size of 1.07 for the thirteen studies utilized in the meta-analysis
(Hattie, 2012). Not only has response to intervention been shown to be an effective way
to improve student achievement, it is one of the top methods identified in Visible
Learning for Teachers (Hattie, 2012). Although the effectiveness of the implementation
of RTI2 in Tennessee has not been determined, response to intervention does have a basis
of research regarding its effectiveness. However, given statistics since its inception in
2004, the results of classifying students for special education through RTI do not show
that its impact will be substantial in decreasing the number of referrals or causing the
disproportionate identification to cease.
Green’s Four Dimensions of Principal Leadership
In his book The Four Dimensions of Principal Leadership: A Framework for
Leading 21st Century Schools, Reginald Leon Green (2010) notes that the school leader
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has become the “chief learning officer” at the school and must be able to determine a path
for the school and parlay that vision to all stakeholders in order to attain it. This new
method for operating as a school leader causes principals to make the development of a
culture which constantly promotes the improvement of teaching and learning the
forerunner in all decisions made for the school (Green, 2010). However, the managerial
functions present as the chief role for school administrators in previous times cannot be
discarded as school leaders during more recent times have become required to operate as
both a manager of the school and instructional leader (Green, 2010).
Since this shift has occurred for school leaders, Green (2010) has utilized research
from various sources to outline specific functions of this new instructional leadership
role. They are as follows:


Providing instructional leadership through the establishment, articulation, and
implementation of a vision of learning that is supported by all stakeholders.



Creating and sustaining a community of learners (a team) that makes student and
adult learning the center focus, and then, collaborating for goal attainment.



Facilitating the creation of a school culture and climate based on high
expectations for students, faculty, and community stakeholders.



Advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture that is conducive to student
learning and staff professional growth.



Leading the school improvement process in a manner that addresses the needs of
all students.



Engaging the community in activities to create shared responsibilities for students
and school success.
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Utilizing multiple sources of data to assess, identify, and foster instructional
improvement.

Previously, managerial school leaders focused on tasks that dealt with maintaining
and controlling the events of the organization with order and consistency being at the
base of all decisions (Green, 2010). The new role taken on by school leaders with a focus
in school improvement causes the leader to maintain his or her place as the managing
leader of the building because school improvement efforts cannot exist without effective
management of the “organization, operations, and resources” (Green, 2010). The
managerial functions of a 21st-century school leader are identified as “planning,
organizing, staffing, coordinating, directing, reporting, and budgeting” (Green, 2010).
The difference that causes a school leader to be unlike a school manager comes from the
leader’s efforts to build relationships with those for whom he or she is responsible and
influence those individuals to follow his or her vision for the organization (Green, 2010).
In schools in the 21st century, the role of the school administrator must be balanced
between instruction and management to ensure that the school is constantly seeking ways
to become more efficient and effective (Green, 2010).
In this new era of school leadership, the Interstate School Leader Licensure
Consortium (ISLLC) has created six standards to direct the practices and behavior of
school leaders (Green, 2010). These standards are as follows:
Standard 1: An educational leader promotes the success of every student by facilitating
the development, articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning
that is shared and supported by all stakeholders.
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Standard 2: An education leader promotes the success of every student by advocating,
nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive to student
learning and staff professional growth.
Standard 3: An education leader promotes the success of every student by ensuring
management of the organization, operation, and resources for a safe, efficient, and
effective learning environment.
Standard 4: An education leader promotes the success of every student by collaborating
with faculty and community members, responding to diverse community interests and
needs, and mobilizing community resources.
Standard 5: An education leader promotes the success of every student by acting with
integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner.
Standard 6: An educational leader promotes the success of every student by
understanding, responding to, and influencing the political, social, economic, legal, and
cultural context.
In addition to the ISLLC Standards and through an extensive review of the
literature, Green (2010) identified 13 core competencies that school leaders should
possess in order to be effective. Those core competencies are as follows:


Visionary Leadership



Unity of Purpose



Learning Community



Instructional Leadership (Teaching and Learning)



Curriculum and Instruction
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Professional Development



Organizational Management



Assessment



Reflection



Collaboration



Diversity



Inquiry



Professionalism

Through the noted specific functions, ISLLC Standards, and 13 core competencies, a
21st-century school leader can gain an understanding of what is necessary to operate a
school effectively; however, the style of leadership necessary to perform such a task must
also be learned and utilized (Green, 2010). The manner a school leader enacts to
orchestrate the tasks necessary to run a school becomes his or her particular style, and
developing an ability to identify the style of leadership needed for different situations
allows school leaders to become more effective in their practice as school leaders (Green,
2010).
By conducting an extensive review of existing literature, interviewing school leaders
and various other stakeholders, identifying effective leadership practices within schools
surrounding the University of Memphis, and working through the principal preparation
program at the aforementioned university, Green (2010) developed four dimensions that
focus on the role of a school principal as an instructional leader. Those dimensions are as
follows:
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Dimension 1: Understanding Self and Others
Dimension 2: Understanding the Complexity of Organizational Life
Dimension 3: Building Bridges through Relationships
Dimension 4: Engaging in Leadership Best Practices
Dimension 1: Understanding Self and Others
In Green’s book, the second and third chapters encompass this dimension. The
second chapter is entitled “Leading with an Understanding of Self,” and the third chapter
is “Leading with an Understanding of Others.” This dimension is predominantly based on
two theories, Goleman’s Emotional Intelligence Theory and Hertzberg’s 2-Factor
Motivational Hygiene Theory (Green, 2010).
School leaders must have a strong awareness of themselves in order to lead in
today’s schools. In order to create and work towards a vision, an administrator must
understand how his or her “strengths, beliefs, values, and other personal qualities” impact
the behavior of others at the school (Green, 2010). In order to accomplish this
understanding of self, Green (2010) creates a definition that is “the knowledge an
individual possesses relative to his or her personal beliefs and thought processes and how
he or she might behave in a given situation or react to a particular issue.” In order to
undertake such a task as leading a school, an administrator must know himself or herself,
and although actual control of other individuals is not possible, responding to those
actions effectively can be accomplished by a leader with a strong understanding of
himself or herself (Green, 2010).
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When leaders gain an understanding of themselves, several theories illustrate the
benefit of such awareness. The first theory is the Open Social System Theory, which
states that schools operate as part of a larger system that “receives input from the external
environment and transforms that input into a product (output) that goes into the external
environment and eventually returns as input” (Green, 2010). A leader who knows how
his or her behavior influences the aforementioned interaction can lead schools more
effectively (Green, 2010).
The second theory noted is Jacob Getzel’s and Egon Guba’s Two-Dimensional
Organizational Theory. This theory denotes that organizations have institutional and
individual dimensions, and each of those dimensions establishes goals (Green, 2010). A
leader who has developed an understanding of self becomes better equipped to facilitate
and bring together the institutional and individual goals within an organization (Green,
2010).
Situational Leadership Theory is the third of the theories mentioned in the second
chapter of Green’s book. When a school leader has an understanding of himself or
herself, he or she can more adequately align those known strengths with the tasks needed
in the school (Green, 2010). Furthermore, this type of leader also understands weaknesses
of himself or herself and is able to enhance the school by delegating tasks to others with a
stronger propensity in the noted areas (Green, 2010).
The fourth benefit from fostering an understanding of self is noted in Goleman’s
Emotional Intelligence Theory. Leaders must come to know themselves prior to being
able to lead others, and in order to lead others, relationships must be nurtured (Green,
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2010). Goleman’s Theory notes that “true leadership is power derived from relationships
and service” (Green, 2010).
The third chapter of Green’s book, “Leading with an Understanding of Others,”
references the need for school leaders to advance their understanding of the individuals
they are charged to lead (Green, 2010). Since schools are open social systems, each
individual who works in the school or comes into contact with the school has his or her
own values, desires, and goals; and the impact a school has is dependent on the alignment
of the school’s organizational goals with the goals of those working in the school (Green,
2010). Effective leaders must not only understand that these two forces exist within a
school but also seek harmony between the two in order to push the school towards
continuous improvement (Green, 2010).
School leaders are able to experience benefits when they gain an understanding of
others. Included in those benefits are “(1) an opportunity for school leaders to fulfill the
psychological contract of followers; (2) an opportunity for school leaders to utilize
follower creativity, and (3) an opportunity for school leaders to acquire follower
commitment to goal attainment” (Green, 2010).
Dimension 2: Understanding the Complexity of Organizational Life
The second dimension in Green’s book, Understanding the Complexity of
Organizational Life, consists of three chapters. The first chapter in this group and fourth
chapter in the book is “The Social Interaction in Schools.” The second chapter in the
group and fifth chapter in the book is titled “Perspectives on School Culture: Chaos or
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Efficiency.” The final chapter of this dimension and sixth chapter in the book is “The
Principal’s Role in Establishing and Retaining a Quality Teaching Faculty.”
“The Social Interaction in Schools” concentrates on four aspects that play a
significant role in the organizational life of a school. Those aspects are culture, climate,
structure, and the interaction of people (Green, 2010). Green (2010) defines organizations
as a “collection of individuals with varying interests embedded in broader environments
and functioning on a relatively continuous basis to achieve a goal or set of common
goals.” Furthermore, Green (2010) notes that school leaders must develop an
understanding of how all individuals within the organization are connected by utilizing a
professional learning community to seek a common goal.
Understanding the internal and external school culture is paramount to leaders
when attempting to attain the common goal as set forth by the professional learning
community (Green, 2010). School culture “consists of the deep patterns of shared values,
beliefs, and traditions” that have become ingrained over an extensive amount of time
(Green, 2010). The aforementioned descriptors of school culture contribute to a number
of aspects of the school, including “relationship building, commitment of followers,
establishment of policies and procedures, program development, and the level of trust
that exists among organizational members” (Green, 2010).
The second aspect of organizational life, climate, is defined as “a characterization
of the atmosphere, the tone, the personality, or the ethos of the school” (Green, 2010).
The way people feel about the school in regard to the value of the events occurring at the
school is an indication of school climate (Green, 2010). Since teaching and learning to
promote increased academic achievement is the most important facet of a school, a
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climate that best allows increased achievement for all students should be sought by all
leaders (Green, 2010).
The third noted factor which contributes to organizational life is the
organizational structure of schools. This structure is the “coordination and control—how
tasks are assigned in a formal manner, how individuals are grouped to complete work
assignments, how lines of communication are established, and the enactment of rules and
regulations that govern the behavior of individuals” (Green, 2010). Departing from the
previous model of a single person being responsible for all aspects of directing the
school, the organizational structure of a school must engage in a shift that allows a style
that engages the followers in the building to become more inclusive of the school’s
operations (Green, 2010).
The interactive behavior of people is the fourth piece of the social interaction of
schools. This aspect causes leaders to foster an understanding that the individuals within
the organization have a desire to achieve both the goals of the entire group as well as
their own personal goals (Green, 2010). This combination of goals has three features,
including “(1) the diverse needs of students and their effect on teaching and learning; (2)
the motivation level of faculty and staff; and (3) the style of leadership exhibited by
school leaders” (Green, 2010).
The fifth chapter, “Perspectives on School Structure: Chaos or Efficiency,” notes
that people within a school must have a “predetermined means of directing behavior,
making decisions, communicating, and coordinating roles and functions,” which is
achieved by the organizational structure, and this structure creates the purpose of the
school as an organization (Green, 2010).
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Schools in the twenty-first century fall under two major models of structure, “the
mechanistic, bureaucratic model and an open social system perspective that informs an
organic, humanistic model” (Green, 2010). Management principles establish the
operating procedures in the bureaucratic model, and a hierarchy within the organization is
established through formal rules and regulations (Green, 2010). In an open social system
model, democratic principles establish the operational structure, and relationships
garnered through these principles determine the efficiency and effectiveness of the
organization (Green, 2010).
A number of features are present in the mechanistic, bureaucratic model that
create its structure. Those include “formalization, specialization, coordination, chain of
command, power and authority, and centralization” (Green, 2010). When schools utilize
this model, extended levels of management are put into place to seek effective operation,
and the employees become driven through a strictly managed, controlled approach that
does not foster intrinsic motivation (Green, 2010). In this model, the creativity of
followers can become stifled, and the leader of the school becomes solely responsible for
improvement (Green, 2010).
The organic, humanistic model was established by the Human Relations Theory
and Social System Theory and departed from a “one best way” of accomplishing goals
towards individuals becoming more engaged within a group of colleagues and that
group’s interaction with the entire organization (Green, 2010). The organic, humanistic
model enables “open communication, participatory decision making and effective
relationships between and among members who function in cross-hierarchical and crossfunctional teams” (Green, 2010). In this model, leaders seek the individual skills and
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interests of the employees within the school and allow those individuals to work with
other members of the school community for goal attainment, and the strict control of the
bureaucratic model becomes replaced by commitment of employees to achieve the
objectives of the organization (Green, 2010).
By employing the organic, humanistic model, which is deemed a better model
than the aforementioned bureaucratic model for today’s schools, school leaders must
develop a structure within a school that best fits the needs of that school (Green, 2010). In
order to effectively enact such a structure, the leader must be able to emphasize the
importance that all stakeholders become a part of the decision-making process (Green,
2010). Allowing stakeholders to become active participants in this process will cause
collaboration to occur among the stakeholders and cause the leader to “facilitate the
development, implementation, and stewardship of a shared vision and nurture and sustain
a school culture and instructional program conducive to student learning and staff
professional development” (Green, 2010). School leaders must also create a safe and
orderly environment for students and operate in an ethical manner; therefore, while an
open social system must be in place to impact increased student achievement, a school
leader must operate such a system with bureaucratic principles still in place (Green,
2010).
To operate a structure that enacts facets of both the mechanistic, bureaucratic
model and the organic, humanistic model, school leaders must create an inclusive school
structure, which establishes inclusion of all involved in the school with the benefit of
causing those involved to operate in a unified manner with a greater commitment to the
entire organization (Green, 2010). The elements for the inclusive organizational structure
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are: “(1) collaborative teaming that reduces the hierarchy of the bureaucratic model; (2)
an inclusive organizational standard of excellence that informs efficiency and
effectiveness; (3) flexibility in the implementation of policies, rules, and regulations that
eliminates high formalization; (4) decentralization that provides a comprehensive
information network; and (5) distributive leadership that fosters democratic principles
throughout the organization” (Green, 2010).
The sixth chapter of the book and final element of the second dimension is titled
“The Principal’s Role in Establishing and Retaining a Quality Teaching Faculty.” This
chapter notes that all elements of the teaching faculty, including “recruitment, selection,
induction, placement, and retention” are crucial roles of the school leader (Green, 2010).
The principal of the school must understand what is needed at the school and be able to
recruit those teachers that fit what is to be offered and needed at the site, and this
understanding must be rooted in seeking instructional improvement through the constant
review of programs and student assessments within the school (Green, 2010). The school
leader must also keep an ongoing assessment of the personnel in the school so that the
recruitment of potential new teachers can be carried out in a timely manner (Green,
2010).
Once the needs have been assessed and teachers have been recruited, the principal
must select the appropriate individual for employment. An interview should consider the
certification of the individuals who have applied, the actual interview and time spent with
the candidate relevant to the candidate’s presentation of himself or herself, and the
personality that was presented by the candidate when he or she met with the interview
team (Green, 2010).
53

After the individual has been hired, the principal must provide an experience that
causes the new employee to believe he or she has become a member of the school family
who will receive support from both the administration and teaching faculty, and this
induction should occur shortly after the person has been hired (Green, 2010). If the
principal has performed the process of hiring the teacher with fidelity, the placement of
the teacher will have previously been determined, and the teacher will be put in the
position that best fit the needs of the school (Green, 2010).
Green (2010) also notes that new employees should receive support through
instructional supervision and recommends the Collaborative Observation Relationship
Evaluative Response model (C.O.R.E.) as a method to accomplish this task. The
C.O.R.E. model “moves instructional supervision from a perceived evaluative assessment
tool to a process that provides mentoring and support” (Green, 2010). The model includes
four components, including “(1) collaborative dialogue; (2) observation in the classroom;
(3) relationships between principal and teacher, and (4) evaluative feedback from the
principal to the teacher” (Green, 2010).
Another element of this chapter, mentoring, stems from the fact that not all people
employed as teachers are fully prepared for the demands of the job; therefore, in order to
retain teachers for an extended amount of time, new faculty members should be mentored
by others within the school (Green, 2010). This mentoring can be provided through “a
formal mentoring program, common planning time for teachers to share and engage each
other in discussion that leads to problem solutions, and a positive relationship with the
principal” (Green, 2010).
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The final component, retaining a quality faculty, shows that the behavior of the
principal is a significant contributor when teachers are deciding whether or not to
continue to work at a particular school (Green, 2010). Along with the behavior of the
principal as an individual who provides support for teachers and encourages their growth
as professionals, other factors that influence teacher retention are “higher salaries,
flexibility to influence decision making, improved discipline, quality of working
conditions, and significant on-the-job training, and support” (Green, 2010).
Dimension 3: Building Bridges through Relationships
The third dimension of Green’s four dimensions, Building Bridges through
Relationships, contains a single chapter in the book with the title of “Developing
Relationships for Effective Leadership in Schools.” Green (2010) defines a relationship
as “a connection between people, enabling them to engage in some sort of exchange.”
School leaders must maintain a mindset that positive relationships must be fostered with
all stakeholders in order to effectively operate the school, and once such relationships
have been developed, continuous maintenance to them must be performed (Green, 2010).
Various relationships exist in the daily operation of the school to which the school
leader must pay attention, including “leadership of the school and the faculty; the school
and the community; the building administration and central administration; the school
and political constituents” as well as several other bodies (Green, 2010). Within the
school itself, three types of relationships exist and must be fostered with an understanding
of their importance to the school. Those relationships are principal/teacher,
teacher/teacher, and teacher/student (Green, 2010). Outside the school, school leaders
must be able to share the vision of the school and foster relationships with “parents,
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central office administrators, business leaders, and political elements in the community”
(Green, 2010).
In order to effectively create and maintain the aforementioned relationships,
Green (2010) provides five approaches in the text. Those approaches are “(1) establishing
trust; (2) fostering effective communication; (3) encouraging commitment; (4) fostering
collaboration; and (5) reaching closure on organizational issues.” When these approaches
are utilized and the proper relationships are established and maintained, the school and its
leadership will reap great benefits in the quest to improve student achievement (Green,
2010).
Dimension 4: Engaging in Leadership Best Practices
The final dimension of Green’s four dimensions, Engaging in Leadership Best
Practices, contains two chapters in the text. The eighth chapter is titled “Utilizing
Leadership Practices for Educational Renewal,” and the ninth chapter is “Putting
Instructional Leadership into Practice: A Model for Instructional Improvement.”
In “Utilizing Leadership Practices for Educational Renewal,” Green (2010) notes
that the implementation of best practices has become “one of the major topics of
conversation.” This discussion stems from the need of a school leader to be able to
identify those practices with proven results and put them in place as he or she seeks
school improvement (Green, 2010). These practices, including “programs, activities, or
behaviors,” have a strong basis of support from research that shows the ability of these
practices to “generate specific outcomes in a variety of settings” (Green, 2010).
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In order to identify best practices in leadership, Green (2010) conducted a broad
review of the literature and worked with more than sixty principals or other individuals in
school leadership positions who completed the Center for Urban School leadership
through the University of Memphis. Through this study, six areas were noted as having
the largest impact once a school was determined to be low performing, and those areas
are “(1) developing unity of purpose around a shared vision; (2) engaging stakeholders in
shared decision making through collaboration; (3) developing instructional leaders
through focused professional development; (4) using data to inform curriculum and
instructional decisions; (5) assessing teachers’ and students’ needs, and (6) facilitating the
development of a professional learning community” (Green, 2010). Additionally, mastery
of the thirteen core competencies identified in the first chapter of the text serve as a
positive method for obtaining the ability to transform a school, regardless of where the
school is located (Green, 2010). Those competencies are “visionary leadership, unity of
purpose, learning community, instructional leadership (teaching and learning),
curriculum and instruction, professional development, organizational management,
assessment, reflection, collaboration, diversity, inquiry, and professionalism” (Green,
2010).
The final chapter of The Four Dimensions of Principal Leadership is entitled
“Putting Instructional Leadership into Practice: A Model for Instructional Improvement.”
In this chapter, Green creates a model for school leadership that is based on the previous
chapters in the text. Multiple phases have been developed to be implemented
systematically with the goal of improving instruction, and this model is intended to be
possible for the reader of the text to put into practice in a school (Green, 2010). This
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process includes the following segments: “(1) defining and communicating the vision; (2)
assessing current conditions; (3) identifying the discrepancy; (4) assessing the cause of
the discrepancy; (5) identifying the needed change and/or modifications; (6) assessing the
school’s capacity for change; (7) building the capacity for change; (8) implementing the
identified change, and (9) conducting evaluations” (Green, 2010).
Prior to beginning the aforementioned process with the goal of realizing change in
a school, Green (2010) notes that the stage for this change must be set within a
professional learning community in which “(1) leadership is distributed; (2) a culture of
mutual respect exists; (3) ideas are shared; (4) common values are created, and (5)
bridges that lead to cooperation and participation in the change process are built.” Once a
professional learning community with these elements is in place, the change identified
through the model indicated by Green will be more likely to come to fruition (Green,
2010).
In order to gauge the various aspects related to the school environment, the New
Teacher Center (NTC) created the Teaching, Empowering, Leading and Learning
Questionnaire (TELL) in 2002. Through and extensive review of literature and the
creation of this questionnaire, the NTC sought to provide stakeholders with information
regarding eight constructs:


Time



Facilities and Resources



Community Support and Involvement



Managing Student Conduct
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Teacher Leadership



School Leadership



Professional Development



Instructional Practices and Support (TELL Tennessee Research Brief, 2013).

Self-efficacy
Social cognitive theory is based upon how people employ levels of control within
their lives (Ham, Duyar, & Gumus, 2015). In relation to social cognitive theory, selfefficacy has an effect on how individuals see prospects and hindrances in their
environments and impacts the decisions, energy, and fortitude those individuals put forth
when working on a particular task (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014). Social cognitive theorists
define self-efficacy as “a sense of confidence regarding the performance of specific
tasks” (Ham et al., 2015). This theory postulates that people can impact their own actions
and hold the necessary abilities “to control their own thought patterns and emotions”
(Ham et al., 2015)
As a pioneer of this theory, Bandurra (1994) defined self-efficacy as “people’s
beliefs about their capabilities to produce designated levels of performance that exercise
influence over events that affect their lives.” The thoughts and thinking process of human
beings is important to the manner people obtain and maintain behaviors, and the
behaviors deemed appropriate are often judged as appropriate through the effects those
actions have (Bandurra, 1977). Both positive and negative reactions shape that viewpoint
and define what is known as “personal efficacy” (Bandurra, 1977). Efficacy is a person’s
belief that he or she “can successfully execute the behavior required to produce the
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outcomes,” and such a belief about the ability to successfully carry out a behavior can
determine whether or not the desired outcome is met or if the behavior is enlisted at all
(Bandurra, 1977). If a person believes he or she does not possess the ability to perform a
certain action, in certain situations, the action may not be performed because people often
avoid situations with which they are not comfortable and only engage in situations they
believe are fit for their abilities. Once an individual participates in an experience, this
belief enables the individual to cope with the results of that participation more readily
(Bandurra, 1977). Furthermore, when a person believes he or she possesses the necessary
skills to achieve success in an activity, that person will exert more effort to find success
in that activity (Bandurra, 1977). Although an individual’s particular skills influence his
or her efficacy, the ability itself is not as pertinent to self-efficacy as the individual’s
belief about what he or she can accomplish with those skills (Ham et al., 2015; Skaalvik
& Skaalvik, 2014).
Four main constructs shape an individual’s self-efficacy; those four are personal
accomplishments, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological arousal
(Corkett, Hatt, & Benevides, 2011). These four concepts are contributors to the
motivation people have for tasks they undertake because human motivation is a cognitive
process designed by what people think they can do, and those motivations are set due to
the person’s anticipation of the likely outcomes of those events and the potential those
outcomes have on the individual’s future (Bandurra, 1994). When an individual has a
strong belief in his or her ability to achieve the desired outcome in a situation, the task
within that situation becomes seen as a challenge to be mastered, not a risk that should be
avoided, which establishes “intrinsic interest and deep engrossment” (Bandurra, 1994;
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Ham et al., 2015). Self-determination theory furthers this belief by claiming that having
autonomy and self-perceived competence are necessary factors to establish and maintain
intrinsic motivation (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014). The level of the challenge taken on by
an individual depends upon the amount of self-efficacy possessed in regard to the
situation presented; when an individual holds a high amount of self-efficacy in a
situation, he or she will set a higher goal to accomplish as a part of the challenge accepted
(Bandurra, 1994).
This belief in the abilities possessed can play a role in the major outcomes of an
individual’s life by determining the types of activities and environments that are chosen
and which ones are avoided (Bandurra, 1994). Since self-efficacy involves the control
perceived to be held by an individual over certain situations, the fear of challenging
situations is lessened because a person with high self-efficacy exercises restraint with the
stressors a person with low self-efficacy would experience within a situation; therefore,
this perception is present for all changes attempted to be achieved by people seeking
personal changes, including alteration of existing health habits (Bandurra, 1994).
Furthermore, these beliefs can “affect life choices, level of motivation, quality of
functioning, resilience to adversity, and vulnerability to stress and depression” (Bandurra,
1994).
Teacher Self-efficacy
Teacher self-efficacy has been defined as “individual teachers’ beliefs about their
own abilities to plan, organize, and carry out activities required to attain given
educational goals” (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014), “individual teachers’ beliefs about their
own ability to enact certain pedagogical practices that are required to attain given
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educational goals” (Ninkovic & Knezevic Floric, 2016), and “the beliefs teachers hold
regarding their capability to bring about desired instructional outcomes” (Corona et al.,
2017). Some examples of this definition include student engagement in learning
activities, classroom management, and the capability to cause low achieving students to
understand a math problem (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014). When teachers possess high
self-efficacy, students have been shown to achieve more academically and an
increasingly positive perception of teachers becomes present (Ninkovic & Knezevic
Floric, 2016). Teacher self-efficacy has extensive literature to support its effectiveness in
increasing both student achievement and teacher behavior as well as having a positive
impact on a wide range of valuable teaching practices (Corona et al., 2017). Research
also indicates that teacher self-efficacy also has a positive relationship with work
engagement and job satisfaction but a negative relationship in regard to burnout (Skaalvik
& Skaalvik, 2014). This research finding supports the theory of self-efficacy that asserts
an individual’s self-efficacy is a significant determinant of how “environmental
opportunities and impediments are perceived” (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014). Additionally,
research has indicated that teacher efficacy positively impacts the amount of engagement
teachers have during professional development opportunities (Thoonen, Sleegers, Oort,
Peetsma, & Geijsel, 2011). Teacher self-efficacy has achieved a place among the most
strongly associated aspects to positive teacher effectiveness (Ham et al., 2015).
When teachers possess a high level of self-efficacy, they plan and organize their
classrooms and lesson more effectively, display more openness to new ideas and a greater
willingness to enact new methods, work more diligently with students who may be
struggling, increase their own intensity when they have failed to achieve an objective,
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and are more persistent in all teaching activities (Thoonen et al., 2011). These teachers
also instill a higher level of academic focus in the classroom and enlist varied types of
feedback to students to enhance their learning (Zee & Koomen, 2016). These teachers
also are less prone to experience stress, become exhausted, or come to be depersonalized
towards students (Zee & Koomen, 2016). The personalization with students that is held
by teachers with high self-efficacy allows those teachers to work more effectively when
trying to manage students who may be behavior problems in classrooms (Ham et al.,
2015)
Teachers who have a high level of efficacy are more willing to work with their
colleagues to seek improvement and engage in the usage of data to drive decisions in the
classroom (Zee & Koomen, 2016). This behavior contributes to the collective efficacy of
a school, which is efficacy based on a school’s faculty as a whole (Ninkovic & Knezevic
Floric, 2016). Collective efficacy is rooted in self-efficacy because it has strong relational
ties to the individuals creating the collective (Ninkovic & Knezevic Floric, 2016).
Teacher self-efficacy and collective teacher efficacy possess a “reciprocal causality” as
being two aspects of teaching that enhance student learning (Ninkovic & Knezevic
Floric, 2016). Like teacher self-efficacy, collective efficacy beliefs have been shown to
have a positive impact on student achievement (Ham et al., 2015).
Teachers who do not possess a high level of self-efficacy maintain strict routines,
see risks as threats to their practice rather than opportunities to improve, and strive to
keep their present attitude as the status quo (Thoonen et al., 2011). According to these
actions, teacher self-efficacy has been determined to be the most important motivational
factor regarding teacher learning and teaching practices (Thoonen et al., 2011). Although
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teacher attrition is not directly related to teacher self-efficacy, the exhaustion and
decreased satisfaction are seen as indirect factors that lead to teachers leaving their
teaching jobs (Zee & Koomen, 2016).
Leadership and Teacher Self-efficacy
According to Bandurra (1994), people’s beliefs about their own efficacy can be
influenced by four key ways with the most effective method being mastery experiences.
However, those experiences must not only be easy successes, since such
accomplishments become quickly diminished when failure occurs (Bandurra, 1994).
More difficult successes that instill perseverance allow individuals to deal with adversity
and learn to adjust when a setback is encountered (Bandurra, 1994). Vicarious
experiences via social models is the second manner that self-efficacy can be positively
impacted, which allows individuals to observe similar people who experience success
through sustained effort (Bandurra, 1994). The impact of the vicarious experience
increases as the similarity increases (Bandurra, 1994). The third method that can be
utilized to improve self-efficacy is social persuasion, which enlists verbal persuasion
about an individual’s ability to complete a task that would require increased effort
(Bandurra, 1994). However, this method is unsuccessful if the persuasion utilized is not
realistic and the individual is unable to achieve the intended results (Bandurra, 1994).
The final measure that can be utilized to improve self-efficacy is “to reduce people’s
stress reactions and alter their negative emotional proclivities and misinterpretations of
their physical states”; furthermore, the reactions individuals have are not as important to
this method but rather how those reactions are perceived and interpreted (Bandurra,
1994).
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While the aforementioned impacts that can lead to increased self-efficacy are
generally associated to all contexts, modern educational leadership practices that include
participative and distributive approaches are complex undertakings that present
challenges for educational research, since educational leadership as a whole is complex in
nature (Ham et al., 2015). In research of these practices, leaders are often judged by those
over whom they possess authority, which can cause the leadership of that individual to be
further complicated because perception of those varied employees can be skewed
dependent on aspects they favor in a leader (Ham et al., 2015). School leaders are often
tasked with “acting as a role model, coaching, delegating challenging tasks, and
providing feedback” (Thoonen et al., 2011) and are often expected to be “multifunctional
miracle beings” or “superheroes of schools” (Ham et al., 2015).
In addition to the participative and distributive leadership aspects that are present
in today’s schools, school leaders are also expected to be transformational leaders, and
those practices have been shown to have a significant impact on student achievement
(Ninkovic & Knezevic Floric, 2016). School leaders’ impact on teacher motivation has
been empirically proven to provide the previously mentioned significant effect on
increases in student achievement (Ninkovic & Knezevic Floric, 2016). When
transformational leadership efforts are enacted, teachers have beliefs that the group to
which they belong, the school, can be significantly impacted through behaviors which
seek improvement (Ninkovic & Knezevic Floric, 2016)
According to the social cognitive theory, which was referenced previously, when
self-efficacy is fostered to a high level within a school, teachers will become increasingly
motivated to improve their practice; therefore, increased teacher self-efficacy will impact
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student achievement, since those teachers will become more motivated to seek methods
for improvement (Ninkovic & Knezevic Floric, 2016). Whenever the school leader is
viewed as an instructional leader, teacher self-efficacy is supported and continuous (Ham
et al., 2015). Furthermore, other characteristics of a school in which teacher self-efficacy
is at a premium include “school culture focused on a strong preference for academics,
school leaders who are responsive to teachers’ concerns and encourage them to try new
ideas, and teachers who encourage one another in their attempts to address students’
needs” (Ninkovic & Knezevic Floric, 2016).
Additionally, from the perception of social cognitive theory, teacher goal setting
and established expectations from school leaders also have an positive outcome on
student achievement, and such activities cause teachers to engage in self-improvement
through both progress and behaviors that are apropos to the goals and expectations that
are in place (Ninkovic & Knezevic Floric, 2016). Although the various views of selfefficacy cause difficulty in the establishment of creating an agreement about specific
items that foster internalization of the school’s goals (Ninkovic & Knezevic Floric,
2016), school leaders should attempt to create a link between the goals of individual
teachers and the goals set forth by the school as a whole (Thoonen et al., 2011).
Whenever the goals of the school become internalized and made into personal goals of
teachers, those teachers’ professional learning becomes directed towards the achievement
of those goals; thus, their self-efficacy regarding the goals is improved (Thoonen et al.,
2011). Teachers are more likely to become further invested in the school’s goals when
they believe that everyone in the school is working towards those goals; therefore, their
own increased self-efficacy can increase the collective efficacy of the school (Thoonen et
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al., 2011). If teachers are allowed to play a significant role in the decision-making
process at the school, the likelihood of this internalization and resulting self-efficacy is
amplified (Thoonen et al., 2011).
Special Education and Teacher Self-efficacy
Since students vary in terms of ability within a classroom, teachers must develop
an understanding of the way they can alter both their curriculum and instruction to meet
those differing abilities (Dixon, Yssel, McConnell, & Hardin, 2014). When
differentiating instruction for students, these teachers “respond to learner needs in the
way content is presented (the content dimension of differentiation), the way content is
learned (the process dimension), and the ways students respond to the content (the
product dimension)” (Dixon et al., 2014). A teacher’s ability to understand the learning
process and shifting the method for implementation are of vital importance to the
multifaceted process of differentiation (Dixon et al., 2014). However, the “studentcentered” practice of differentiation is not singular to one lesson; it is a philosophy with
teaching and learning at its base that requires in depth understanding of the manner
students learn with each planned lesson (Dixon et al., 2014).
While teachers do possess an ability to understand differentiation strategies they
encounter during professional development and the aptitude to identify students who may
require differentiation, the learning procured during professional development is often
not enacted within the regular classroom setting (Dixon et al., 2014). The inability to
engage such practices within the classroom is likely to stem from a lack of self-efficacy
in the ability to enlist the practices with fidelity (Dixon et al., 2014).
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According to Corkett, Hatt, and Benevides (2011), teacher self-efficacy is
dependent on the context in which it is being implemented and is changeable with
different students, subjects and environments. General confidence in teaching ability
allows teachers more readily to gain an understanding of the differing abilities
encountered in the classroom (Dixon et al., 2014). Teachers who have high levels of selfefficacy in relation to their teaching practice are more likely to work with increased
diligence and persevere for a longer amount of time due to their mindset that students can
learn and their belief they can successfully meet the needs of these students (Corkett et
al., 2011).
Teachers who do not possess a high level of self-efficacy tend to be less
understanding when students make errors, spend less time with students who are not
progressing in their learning, and make special education referrals more quickly than
those teachers who have higher self-efficacy (Corkett et al., 2011). Teachers who attend
more professional development with differentiation as its topic have proven to increase
their efficacy in the differentiation process (Dixon et al., 2014). This efficacy became an
indicator that those teachers who are able to procure more training in differentiation
become better able to work with students with diverse needs because the training
increased their self-efficacy within their classroom (Dixon et al., 2014). These teachers
who gain self-efficacy become more likely to influence student achievement through new
strategies that have been gained in professional development, positive management
strategies learned in professional learning settings, increased assistance to those students
who may not be progressing in their learning, the ability to increase student self-efficacy
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through their own self-efficacy, the ability to set manageable goals for students and
emphasize tenacity when those goals are not realized immediately (Corkett et al., 2011).
After IDEA caused Response to Intervention to become a common occurrence in
schools, successful implementation became essential for the impact of RTI to become
possible. Barnes and Burchard (2011) sought to determine what teachers specifically
needed to carry out multi-tiered instruction effectively. When they did not find any
available measurements already in place, these researchers developed the Response to
Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale (RTISES) to determine the confidence level of teachers
when implementing RTI practices. Through a review of literature, Barnes and Burchard
(2011) determined the following five constructs necessary in meeting the demands of
RTI:


Universal design for learning



Proficiency in judging evidence-based practices



Collaboration



Data-driven decision-making



Implementation of interventions (Barnes & Burchard, 2011)

English Language Learners and Teacher Self-efficacy
Since the English Language Learner (ELL) population is growing at a significant
rate in the United States (National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition,
2007), adequate teaching for these students is essential for closing the achievement gap
that will exist due to ELLs being underserved in the United States (Collier, V. & Thomas,
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W., 2004). Even though ELL students are able to speak their native language, they are
not able to manage academic demands in either that language or the English language
(Harris, 2012).
Additionally, resources for ELL instruction are often not plentiful in American
schools, and teachers may not possess the necessary training to ensure that ELLs receive
proper instruction in order to gain the ability to master the English language (Harris,
2012). The lack of adequate training to assist ELLs in gaining academic success is
amplified when assessing whether or not an ELL should be referred to special education
because teachers must make a determination if the referral is due to a learning disability
or limited English proficiency (Sun, J., Nam, J., & Vanderwood, M., 2010).
Although the language barrier or access to proper training to teach ELLs are
issues, RTI practices for Tier II are similar to those needed for ELLs to develop necessary
academic skills (Goldenberg, 2013). When such supports are put into place early in a
student’s schooling, he or she will be more likely to develop essential literacy skills (Sun,
J., Nam, J., & Vanderwood, M., 2010).
Both Response to Intervention and effective practices for ELLs do not have a
large amount of research (Goldenberg, 2013). Therefore, further research is necessary on
both topics, and teachers must receive necessary training to assist ELLs in the classroom.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODS
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study is to investigate relationships between educators’ selfassessed efficacy for multi-tiered instruction and their perceptions of the climate for
educational leadership at their schools. With the former measured by participants’ selfreports captured by the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) and
the latter represented by their responses to twenty items selected from the Teaching,
Empowering, Leading, and Learning questionnaire (TELL) denoting the four dimensions
of Green’s educational leadership model, specific research questions that derive from the
overall purpose are as follows:
Research Question 1:
Are there differences in educators’ reported self-efficacy for multi-tiered
instruction with respect to the five constructs measured by the Response to Intervention
Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II)?
Research Question 2:
Across the five constructs measured by the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy
Scale II (RTISES-II), does the reported self-efficacy differ by such respondent
characteristics as gender, status as a general or special education teacher, level of
training in special education, and overall years of experience in education?
Research Question 3:
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Are there differences in educators’ perceptions of their school’s climate for
educational leadership with respect to twenty TELL Tennessee items measuring Green’s
four-dimensional model?
Research Question 4:
Across the four dimensions constituting Green’s model, does the perceived
climate for educational leadership differ by such respondent characteristics as gender,
status as a general or special education teacher, level of training in special education,
and overall years of experience in education?
Research Question 5:
What is the strength of relationship between educators’ reported self-efficacy for
multi-tiered instruction with respect to the five constructs measured by the Response to
Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) and an overall assessment of the
perceived climate for educational leadership measured by Green’s four-dimensional
model?
Research Question 6:
Is the strength of relationship between educators’ reported self-efficacy for multitiered instruction with respect to the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II
(RTISES-II) and an overall assessment of the perceived climate for educational
leadership measured by Green’s four-dimensional model, mediated by the previously
mentioned respondent characteristics?

The chapter will continue with a description of the two instruments employed in
this study. Following these descriptions, the nature of the sample employed, the means of

72

their selection, and the process of survey distribution will be presented. In the final
section of the chapter, the analytic procedures that will be employed to answer the six
research questions driving the study will be outlined.
Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale Instrument
Since the aforementioned mandate of IDEA in 2004 caused Response to
Intervention to become a frequent practice in schools, multi-tiered instructional (MTI)
practices involving “well-integrated content, goals, evidence-based instructional
practices, and assessment practices” have become necessary to successful implementation
(Barnes, S. & Burchard, M., 2011). With these implementation issues in mind, Barnes
and Burchard sought a way to determine what training teachers specifically needed. A
study of existing research revealed to these authors that no single scales or combination
of scales measured what was required. Thus, the researchers took it upon themselves to
develop the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scales (RTISES) in order to find out
how confident teachers were in their own ability to implement RTI-related practices.
After thoroughly researching the literature on RTI and MTI practices, Barnes and
Burchard (2011) identified five “constructs” or overarching domains that, in their view,
would most need to be adjusted to meet the demands of RTI and MTI. The constructs
identified were as follows:
1) universal design for learning, which emphasizes proactive instructional
design to address needs of all learners in varied presentation of material,
multiple ways to engage with learning, and multiple expressions of learning
2) proficiency in judging evidence-based practices, which includes the need to
find what practices are research-based, to judge appropriateness for
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populations and purposes, and to evaluate effectiveness based upon the
research;
3) collaboration that enables teachers to work together in productive ways on
students’ behalf;
4) data-driven decision-making that requires educators to find or create appropriate assessment tools, gather meaningful assessment data, and interpret and
make decisions based upon data; and
5) implementation of interventions that calls for small group or individualized
interventions in tiers of increasing intensity to meet the specific needs of
individual learners.
Working through DeVillis (2003) eight-step scale development process, Barnes
and Burchard (2011) generated an item pool that addressed all five aforementioned
constructs, employing three different focus groups to refine the substance and form of
these item sets. After obtaining promising results in a preliminary pilot of the instrument,
Barnes and Burchard subsequently subjected the instrument to a factor analysis that
resulted in a five-factor solution that included 28 items and largely tracked the constructs
that originated in the authors’ distillation of the RTI and MTI literatures. Along with
Coefficient Alpha statistics for each scale and the instrument, the structure of the
RTISSES-II is provided in Table 1.
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Table 1
Structure of the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) by Construct
and Constituent Items

Construct and Items
Construct 1: Differentiation to Assess and Engage Learners ( = .914)
1. How much professional development do you need about differentiating presentation of
information for various learning styles (listening, seeing, manipulating, etc.)?
2. How much professional development do you need about differentiating presentation of
information for various ability levels (gifted, students with disabilities, etc.)?
4. How much professional development do you need about adapting learning activities to
engage students of varied learning styles (listening, seeing, manipulating, etc.)?
5. How much professional development do you need about adapting learning activities to
engage students of various ability levels (gifted, students with disabilities, etc.)?
7. How much professional development do you need about allowing students to
demonstrate learning in ways that accommodate varied learning styles (seeing, listening,
manipulating, etc.)?
8. How much professional development do you need about allowing students to
demonstrate learning in ways that accommodate varied ability levels (gifted, students with
disabilities, etc.)?
Construct 2: Meeting Needs of English Language Learners ( = .789)
3. How much professional development do you need about differentiating presentation of
information for varied levels of English language proficiency?
6. How much professional development do you need about adapting learning activities to
engage students of varied levels of English language proficiency?
9. How much professional development do you need about allowing students to
demonstrate learning in ways that accommodate varied levels of English language
proficiency?

(Table 1 continues)
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(Table 1 continues)

Construct and Items

Construct 3: Seeking Evidence-based Support (= .925)
10. How much professional development do you need to find research-based articles and/or
books on practices relevant to specific educational needs of students?
11. How much professional development do you need to judge the trustworthiness of
research-based articles or books about effectiveness of educational practices?
12. How much professional development do you need to evaluate whether the researchbased practices are worthwhile for my specific students and purposes?
13. How much professional development do you need to compare effectiveness of researchbased educational practices for the best fit for my particular student population?
14. How much professional development do you need about changing educational practice
to incorporate new instructional practices found in a research-based article or book?
Construct 4: Collaboration ( = .861)
15. How much professional development do you need to work with a team(s) of grade-level
or content-specific educators to assess specific learning needs?
16. How much professional development do you need to work with a team(s) of grade-level
or content-specific educators to solve specific learning needs?
17. How much professional development do you need to collaborate with professionals
outside my own field of specialty to assess specific learning needs (for example, teachers
working with school psychologists or guidance counselors)?
18. How much professional development do you need to collaborate with professionals
outside my own field of specialty to solve specific learning needs (for example, teachers
working with school psychologists or guidance counselors)?
Construct 5: Data-driven Decision Making ( = .911)
19. How much professional development do you need to use data from appropriate
assessment tools to clarify the specific problem for a struggling student?

(Table 1 continues)
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(Table 1 continues)

Construct and Items

Construct 5: Data-driven Decision Making (continued)
20. How much professional development do you need to use specific assessments to
measure student progress on specific learning objectives?
21. How much professional development do you need to use results of universal screening
instruments (like PALS, DIAL-R, or DIBELS) to determine which students may be at risk
of specific learning needs?
22. How much professional development do you need to use results of published
curriculum-based assessments for instructional planning (like textbook assessments, PALS
quick checks, etc.)?
23. How much professional development do you need to make decisions about academic
instruction for individual students based upon data?
24. How much professional development do you need to use data on student progress to
improve instructional practice?
25. How much professional development do you need to use teaching techniques described
in a research-based article or book?
26. How much professional development do you need to use interventions to address
specific learning objectives of specific students?
27. How much professional development do you need to implement plans as designed to
solve problems for individual students or small groups of students?
28. How much professional development do you need to respond to a learning need when
first evident?
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TELL Instrument
A review of the literature indicates that a wide variety of measures of the school
environment—whether conceived of under the aegis of “school climate,” “learning
environment” “teacher working conditions,” etc.—are in use. Witcher (1993) reviewed
several of these measures and found that those that resulted in the most reliable
assessments were those that generated information about multiple aspects of the school—
including “an emphasis on academics, an ambience of caring, a motivating curriculum,
professional collegiality, and closeness to parents and community.” According to
Witcher, these most reliable instruments were also easy for respondents to understand,
were appropriate to several levels of schooling and possessed of adequate evidence of
psychometric validity and reliability.
A school climate instrument that is widely thought to meet these requirements is
the Teaching, Empowering, Leading and Learning Questionnaire (TELL). Originally
developed in 2002 by the New Teacher Center (NTC), the instrument made its debut in
North Carolina but since then has been administered across 18 states to nearly 1.5 million
educators (New Teacher Center, 2016). Currently being implemented in six states and in
three metropolitan school districts, the TELL continues to provide information to both
policymakers and practitioners about the following eight research-based constructs:


Time—Available time to plan, to collaborate, to provide instruction, and to
eliminate barriers in order to maximize instructional time during the school
day



Facilities and Resources—Availability of instructional, technology, office,
communication, and school resources to teachers
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Community Support and Involvement—Community and parent/guardian
communication and influence in the school



Managing Student Conduct—Policies and practices to address student conduct
issues and ensure a safe school environment



Teacher Leadership—Teacher involvement in decisions that impact classroom
and school practices



School Leadership—The ability of school leadership to create trusting,
supportive environments and address teacher concerns



Professional Development—Availability and quality of learning opportunities
for educators to enhance their teaching



Instructional Practices and Support—Data and support available to teachers to
improve instruction and student learning. (TELL Tennessee Research Brief,
2013).

Evidence of the Validity and Reliability of the TELL
Some degree of informal or prima facie evidence of the validity of the TELL
instrument seems inherent in the instrument’s longevity and widespread adoption. This
sort of testimonial evidence aside, however, resources provided on the TELL TN website
not only chart the evolution of the instrument’s “content validity” but also report on
statistical analyses pertinent to the reliability and “structural validity” of the eight
research-based constructs alluded to previously. As summarized in a Spring 2013
research brief published on the TELL TN website, the items developed for the first
iteration of the instrument originated in one part from a wide-ranging literature review of
research on the role of working conditions on teacher dissatisfaction and teacher mobility
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and in another part from School and Staffing Survey data. Over and above these issues of
“content validity,” the same research brief also points to studies done to establish the
instrument’s “structural validity.” Using data taken from 400,000 teachers from 5,000
schools in 12 states, Swanlund (2011) employed a combination of factor analysis and
“Rasch measurement modeling” to examine the dimensionality of the instrument. In his
analyses, Swanlund found more constructs (13) than the eight that the instrument
purported to measure. However, Swanlund went on to note that the additional constructs
seemed also to fit comfortably within the eight-construct framework, with the additional
five clusters of items serving to refine four of the original domains.
Rather than adhere to the topical orientation of the original instrument, the present
study employs Green’s research-based model of educational leadership to highlight
specific leadership practices pertinent to four overarching dimensions. With respect to
validity concerns, the model developer himself addressed the selection of items and their
alignment with the four dimensions as he conceives of them (see Table 2). With respect
to matters of reliability, an historical review of the internal consistency statistics
computed for each of the four five-item groupings systematically exhibited values for
Coefficient Alpha in excess of minimally acceptable levels (that is, >= .70).

Sample
After mounting the two questionnaires and a select set of demographic questions
in Qualtrics, a link will be sent via school-provided e-mail to the entire population of
teachers in multiple west Tennessee school districts. Every teacher in the school districts
will have an opportunity to complete the questionnaire. Greater than twenty school
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districts in west Tennessee will disseminate the survey, and all levels of schools
(elementary, middle, and high school) will be able to complete the questionnaires.
Analysis
Aside from presenting the descriptive statistics obtained (item frequencies scale
means, scale standard deviations), the Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance
procedure (R-ANOVA) will be employed with respect to Research Questions 1 and 3.
This procedure will assist in determining differences in the means observed for each of
the five domains linked to perceived self-efficacy for multi-tiered instruction, as well as
differences in the means observed for each of the four dimensions linked to Green’s
model of educational leadership. For Research Questions 2 and 4, the Multivariate
Analysis of Variance procedure (R-ANOVA) will be employed to determine whether
differences by the respondent characteristics of gender, status as a general or special
education teacher, level of training in special education, and overall years of experience
in education are respectively observed across the five self-efficacy constructs and the four
leadership dimensions.
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Table 2
TELL Tennessee Items and Scale by Dimension for Green’s Four-dimensional Model
Item

Dimension 1 Scale ( = .86)
1. The faculty and leadership have a shared vision.
2. Teachers are held to high professional standards for delivering instruction.
3. Teacher performance is assessed objectively.
4. Teachers are encouraged to reflect on their own practice.
5. Provided supports (i.e., instructional coaching, PLCs, etc.) translate to
improvements in instructional practices by teachers.

Dimension 2 Scale ( = .77)
1. Teachers are protected from duties that interfere with their essential role of
educating students.
2. Teachers have adequate space to work productively.
3. The physical environment of classrooms in this school supports teaching and
learning.
4. There is an atmosphere of trust and mutual respect.
5. Teachers work in professional learning communities to develop and align
instructional practices.
(Table 2 continues)
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(Table 2 continues)
Item

Dimension 3 Scale (= .87)
1. This school maintains clear, two-way communication with parents/guardians
and the community.
2. Teachers are trusted to make sound professional decisions about instruction.
3. Teachers are encouraged to participate in school leadership roles.
4. Professional development provides teachers with strategies to involve
families and other community members as active partners.
5. Professional development provides ongoing opportunities for teachers to work
with colleagues to refine teaching practices.

Dimension 4 Scale ( = .87)
1. Teachers have sufficient access to appropriate instructional materials.
2. The school leadership facilitates using data to improve student learning.
3. Teachers receive feedback that can help them improve teaching.
4. The school improvement team provides effective leadership at this school.
5. Professional learning opportunities are aligned with the school’s improvement
plan.
All 20 Items ( = .95)
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For Research Question 5, zero-order correlations will be computed between the scale
means observed for the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) and
the mean obtained for the overall score across the twenty TELL items representing
Green’s model. Finally, for Research Question 6, the test for difference between
independent correlations will be employed to determine whether the correlations
observed for Question 5 are mediated by such respondent characteristics as gender, status
as a general or special education teacher, level of training in special education, and
overall years of experience in education.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS
The purpose of this study is to investigate relationships between educators’ selfassessed efficacy for multi-tiered instruction and their perceptions of the climate for
educational leadership at their schools. As previously explained, data for this study was
derived from the administration of two instruments: specifically, the twenty-eight item
Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) and twenty items selected
from the Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning questionnaire (TELL) to denote
the four dimensions of Green’s educational leadership model. Along with demographic
questions concerning the participant’s gender, status as a general or special education
teacher, years of experience, and level of training and/or coursework in special education,
the fifty-four instrument was mounted online in Qualtrics and employed to answer the six
research questions following:
Research Question 1: Are there differences in educators’ reported self-efficacy for
multi-tiered instruction with respect to the five constructs measured by the Response to
Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II)?
Research Question 2: Across the five constructs measured by the Response to
Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II), does the reported self-efficacy differ by
such respondent characteristics as gender, status as a general or special education
teacher, overall years of experience in education, and level of training in special
education?
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Research Question 3: Are there differences in educators’ perceptions of their school’s
climate for educational leadership with respect to twenty TELL Tennessee items
measuring Green’s four-dimensional model?
Research Question 4: Across the four dimensions constituting Green’s model, does the
perceived climate for educational leadership differ by such respondent characteristics as
gender, status as a general or special education teacher, overall years of experience in
education, and level of training in special education?
Research Question 5: What is the strength of relationship between educators’ reported
self-efficacy for multi-tiered instruction with respect to the five constructs measured by
the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) and an overall assessment
of the perceived climate for educational leadership measured by Green’s fourdimensional model?
Research Question 6: Is the strength of relationship between educators’ reported selfefficacy for multi-tiered instruction with respect to the Response to Intervention SelfEfficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) and an overall assessment of the perceived climate for
educational leadership measured by Green’s four-dimensional model, mediated by the
previously mentioned respondent characteristics?
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Following a brief description of the 178 respondents who elected to participate in
the survey, a discussion of the outcomes of the statistical analyses that were conducted
for each of the six questions will be provided. Subsequent to these discussion sections,
succinct review of the findings will conclude the chapter.
Characteristics of Respondents
While in excess of 260 individuals responded to the survey, complete data,
including responses to the 48 items and all five demographic questions, was obtained
from only 178 of such persons. With respect to responses to the aforementioned
demographic questions, the sample was over 80% female, with males accounting for less
than 20% of the respondents. A similar percentage breakout was observed with respect to
teacher “status,” with less than 16% of the respondents describing themselves as special
education teachers and the remainder calling themselves general education teachers. In
terms of years of teaching experience, the sample tended to skew towards the more
veteran end of the continuum. Over one-third of the sample indicated that they had 19 or
more years of teaching experience, with the median number of years found to be 14. With
respect to prior training and/or coursework in special education, about 29% of all
respondents indicated that they had “little or no background” in the area, around 48%
suggested that they had “some” degree of special education knowledge and skill, between
13% and 14% described whatever training and/coursework they had in special education
as “extensive” and about 9% cited special education as their “area of specialty.” In
subsequent analyses, these last two groups were combined (23.9%) to arrive at a
categorization scheme that was somewhat normally distributed.
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Research Question One
Are there differences in educators’ reported self-efficacy for multi-tiered
instruction with respect to the five constructs measured by the Response to Intervention
Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II)?
Across all 178 participants with complete responses to both instruments and all
demographic questions, scales means obtained on the five RTSES-II constructs were
somewhat more robust than a value of two (denoting “I’m starting to get it, but want lots
more [training]”) but somewhat less robust than a value of three (denoting “I do this, but
could benefit from more [training]”). Inspection of the frequencies for all twenty-eight
items (see Table 3) show that on average somewhat more than one-third of all
respondents (that is, 36%) expressed a level of self-efficacy for RTI that could be
categorized as” low” or “very low,” while an average of only slightly more than one in
four (that is, 25.7%) expressed an obverse level of confidence in their capacity for RTI
instruction. Skewing especially low were the item frequencies concerning self-efficacy
for RTI as regards instruction for English Language Learners. Slightly more than 40% of
all respondents expressed their willingness to “take anything” (21.3%) or “accept lots
more training” (23.1%, as regards “differentiating presentation of information for varied
levels of English language proficiency” while nearly 50% of such respondents expressed
little confidence in their capacity for “engage[ing] students of varied levels of English
language proficiency” (47.8%) and having such students subsequently “demonstrate their
learning“ (47.2%).
When all twenty-eight items were grouped into five construct measures and
means for the constructs obtained, a Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (R88

ANOVA) was conducted to determine whether differences among means were observed.
Consistent with what was stated previously, a multivariate difference between the five
means emerged (= .923, F(4, 174) = 3.64, p < .00, ηp2 = 0.08). That result largely due to
the very low mean computed for the mean concerning “meeting the needs of English
Language Learners” (M = 2.61, SD = 1.05). As can be seen in Table 4, this very low
mean was seen to both significantly and substantively contrast with the means computed
for the constructs “Seeking Evidence-based Support” (M = 2.92, SD = 0.92, g = 0.29) and
“Data-driven Decision Making” (M = 2.85, SD = 0.79, g = 0.25). While no other
statistically significant differences were observed when the ten pairs of means were
compared, a robust effect size difference nevertheless emerged when the mean for the
ELL Construct was compared with the mean for “Collaboration” Construct (M = 2.86,
SD = 0.92, g = 0.25).
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Table 3
Frequencies and Percentage to Items on the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale
II (RTISES-II)

RTISESS-II Item (N = 178)
1-1-1. differentiating presentation of
information for various learning styles
(listening, seeing, manipulating, etc.)?
1-1-2. differentiating presentation of
information for various ability levels (gifted,
students with disabilities, etc.)?
2-1-3. differentiating presentation of
information for varied levels of English
language proficiency?
1-1-4. adapting learning activities to engage
students of varied learning styles (listening,
seeing, manipulating, etc.)?
1-1-5. engage students of various ability levels
(gifted, students with disabilities, etc.)?
2-1-6. engage students of varied levels of
English language proficiency?
1-1-7. demonstrate learning in ways that
accommodate varied learning styles (seeing,
listening, manipulating, etc.)?
1-1-8. demonstrate learning in ways that
accommodate varied ability levels (gifted,
students with disabilities, etc.)?
2-1-9. demonstrate learning in ways that
accommodate varied levels of English language
proficiency?
3-1-10. find research-based articles and/or
books on practices relevant to specific
educational needs of students?

I'll take
anything

Want
lots
more

Could
benefit No need
from for more
more

Feel
ready

10.2%

16.9%

52.0%

17.5%

3.4%

14.0%

16.9%

55.1%

11.2%

2.8%

21.3%

21.3%

25.8%

30.3%

1.1%

10.7%

22.0%

48.6%

16.4%

2.3%

11.8%

23.0%

51.1%

11.2%

2.8%

23.0%

24.7%

25.8%

25.8%

0.6%

10.7%

27.0%

48.9%

10.1%

3.4%

11.9%

27.1%

49.2%

10.2%

1.7%

20.2%

27.0%

28.1%

23.6%

1.1%

14.7%

21.5%

33.9%

25.4%

4.5%

(Table 3 continues)
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(Table 3 continues)

RTISESS-II Item (N = 178)
3-1-11. judge the trustworthiness of researchbased articles or books about effectiveness of
educational practices?
3-1-12. evaluate whether the research-based
practices are worthwhile for my specific
students and purposes?
3-1-13. compare effectiveness of researchbased educational practices for the best fit for
my particular student population?
3-1-14. changing educational practice to
incorporate new instructional practices found in
a research-based article or book?
4-1-15. work with a team(s) of grade-level or
content-specific educators to assess specific
learning needs?
4-1-16. work with a team(s) of grade-level or
content-specific educators to solve specific
learning needs?
4-1-17. assess specific learning needs (for
example, teachers working with school
psychologists or guidance counselors)?
4-1-18. collaborate with professionals outside
my own field of specialty to solve specific
learning needs (for example, teachers working
with school psychologists or guidance
counselors)?
5-1-19. use data from appropriate assessment
tools to clarify the specific problem for a
struggling student?
5-1-20. use specific assessments to measure
student progress on specific learning
objectives?

I'll take
anything

Want
lots
more

Could
benefit No need
from for more
more

Feel
ready

13.5%

16.9%

25.3%

36.0%

8.4%

13.0%

20.3%

31.6%

29.9%

5.1%

13.5%

21.9%

34.3%

28.1%

2.2%

14.6%

22.5%

36.5%

23.0%

3.4%

11.2%

18.0%

42.1%

24.7%

3.9%

11.2%

19.7%

44.4%

19.7%

5.1%

13.5%

23.0%

33.1%

26.4%

3.9%

16.4%

20.3%

33.9%

25.4%

4.0%

12.4%

26.4%

44.4%

11.8%

5.1%

12.4%

21.3%

42.7%

19.7%

3.9%

(Table 3 continues)
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(Table 3 continues)

RTISESS-II Item (N = 178)
5-1-21. use results of universal screening
instruments (like PALS, DIAL-R, or DIBELS)
to determine which students may be at risk of
specific learning needs?
5-1-22. use results of published curriculumbased assessments for instructional planning
(like textbook assessments, PALS quick checks,
etc.)?
5-1-23 make decisions about academic
instruction for individual students based upon
data?
5-1-24. use data on student progress to improve
instructional practice?
5-1-25. use teaching techniques described in a
research-based article or book?
5-1-26. use interventions to address specific
learning objectives of specific students?
5-1-27. implement plans as designed to solve
problems for individual students or small
groups of students?
5-1-28 respond to a learning need when first
evident?
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I'll take
anything

Want
lots
more

Could
benefit No need
from for more
more

Feel
ready

24.2%

22.5%

25.3%

23.6%

4.5%

16.9%

18.0%

30.9%

31.5%

2.8%

8.5%

17.5%

41.8%

26.6%

5.6%

9.6%

17.4%

42.7%

25.3%

5.1%

9.6%

17.4%

40.4%

29.2%

3.4%

10.1%

23.6%

46.1%

17.4%

2.8%

9.1%

23.9%

41.5%

22.2%

3.4%

10.7%

23.0%

44.4%

18.0%

3.9%

Table 4
Summary of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (R-ANOVA) Results in Comparing
the Means on the Five Constructs Measured by the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy
Scale II (RTISES-II)

RTISES-II Construct

M

SD

1: Differentiation to
Assess & Engage
Learners

2.73

0.78

2: Meeting Needs of
ELL Students

2.61

1.05

3: Seeking Evidencebased Support

2.90

0.92

4: Collaboration

2.86

0.92

5: Data-driven
Decision Making

2.85

0.79

1

2

3

4

5

0.13

-0.19

-0.15

-0.15

-0.29*

-0.25

-0.25*

0.04

0.06

0.01

Note. The results of a Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (R-ANOVA) indicated that
in comparing the five construct means at least one statistically significant difference was
observed ( = .923, F (4, 174) = 3.64, p < .001, ηp2 = 0.08). At corrected alpha levels ( =
.05/10), post hoc testing revealed such differences to obtain between the mean for construct
two "meeting the needs of ELL students" and those computed for construct three "seeking
evidence-based support" and construct five "data-driven decision making." The correlated
effect sizes that have been computed for each comparison indicate that, although the
comparison between the means for construct two and construct four is not statistically
significant, its effect size is nearly as robust for the comparison involving construct five.
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Research Question Two
Across the five constructs measured by the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy
Scale II (RTISES-II), does the reported self-efficacy differ by such respondent
characteristics as gender, status as a general or special education teacher, overall years
of experience in education, and level of training in special education?
To determine whether the results presented previously for all 178 respondents
interacted with respondent characteristics, a series of Multivariate Analysis of Variance
(MANOVA) procedures were conducted by gender ( = .991, F(5, 172) = .299, p = .913,
ηp2 = 0.01); status as a “general” or “special education teacher” ( = .969, F(5, 172) =
1.11, p = .356, ηp2 = 0.03); years of experience as “low” or “high” relative to a mean of
14 years ( = .985, F(5, 172) = .508, p = .770, ηp2 = 0.0), and level of prior training or
coursework categorized as either “little,” “some,” or “extensive” ( = .929, F(10, 342) =
1.29, p = .237, ηp2 = 0.04).
As these results show, none of the five multivariate outcomes proved to be either
statistically significant or substantively meaningful. At the same time, follow-up testing
of the outcomes pertinent to the respondents’ level of coursework revealed statistically
significant univariate outcomes for RTISES-II Construct One, “Differentiation to Assess
and Engage Learners,” (F(2, 175) = 3.08, p = .048, ηp2 = .03) and RTISES-II Construct
Five, “Data-driven Decision Making,” (F(2, 175) = 3.61, p = .029, ηp2 = .04). Focused
comparisons by level of training revealed effects at or approaching half a standard
deviation when group means for respondents with “little” training were contrasted with
those for respondents with “extensive” training. For Construct One, the difference
between the mean for the group with “little” training (M = 2.55, SD = 0.65) versus the
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mean for the group with “extensive” training (M = 2.95, SD = 0.95) was statistically
significant and was associated with an effect size equaling -0.41. (F(1, 91) = 5.73, p =
.02). For Construct Five, the difference between the mean for the group with “little”
training (M = 2.63, SD = 0.88) versus the mean for the group with “extensive” training
(M = 3.06, SD = 0.77) was statistically significant and was associated with an effect size
equaling -0.51. (F(1, 91) = 6.19, p = .01). While not statistically significant at a
conventional alpha level, a robust effect size was also observed with respect to Construct
Five when mean for the group with “little” training (M = 2.63, SD = 0.88) was compared
with that for the group with “some” training (M = 2.87, SD = 0.72). In this instance, the
effect size difference was larger than three-tenths of a standard deviation. (F(1, 134) =
3.79, p = .05, g = -0.31).

95

Table 5
Summary of Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) Results Comparing the Means
on the Five Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) Constructs by
Respondent Gender, Teacher Status, Years of Experience, and Level of Training in
Special Education

Gender
( = .991, F (5, 172) = .299, p = .913, ηp2 = 0.01).

RTISES-II Construct

Male
(n = 35)

Female
(n = 143)

F

p

g

M

SD

M

SD

1. Differentiation to
Assess and Engage
Learners

2.80

0.75

2.71

0.79

0.32

0.57

0.11

2. Meeting Needs of
English Language
Learners

2.56

0.95

2.62

1.07

0.09

0.76

-0.06

3. Seeking Evidencebased Support

2.89

0.90

2.90

0.93

0.00

0.98

-0.01

4. Collaboration

2.79

0.88

2.87

0.93

0.22

0.64

-0.09

5. Data-driven Decision
Making

2.88

0.81

2.84

0.79

0.09

0.77

0.06

(Table 5 continues)
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(Table 5 continues)

Teacher Status
( = .969, F (5, 172) = 1.11, p = .356, ηp2 = 0.03).

RTISES-II Construct

General Ed
(n = 150)

SPED
(n = 28)

F

p

g

M

SD

M

SD

1. Differentiation to
Assess and Engage
Learners

2.72

0.74

2.77

0.98

0.11

0.74

-0.07

2. Meeting Needs of
English Language
Learners

2.67

1.05

2.29

1.01

3.23

0.07

0.37

3. Seeking Evidencebased Support

2.92

0.93

2.77

0.93

0.58

0.45

0.16

4. Collaboration

2.85

0.93

2.89

0.88

0.05

0.83

-0.04

5. Data-driven Decision
Making

2.85

0.80

2.81

0.72

0.07

0.79

0.06

(Table 5 continues)
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(Table 5 continues)

Years of Experience
( = .985, F (5, 172) = .508, p = .770, ηp2 = 0.02).

RTISES-II Construct

14 or Fewer
(n = 89)

More than 14
(n = 89)

F

p

g

M

SD

M

SD

1. Differentiation to
Assess and Engage
Learners

2.74

0.83

2.71

0.74

0.06

0.80

0.04

2. Meeting Needs of
English Language
Learners

2.54

1.06

2.69

1.04

0.91

0.34

-0.14

3. Seeking Evidencebased Support

2.85

0.96

2.94

0.89

0.44

0.51

-0.10

4. Collaboration

2.87

0.91

2.85

0.93

0.01

0.92

0.02

5. Data-driven Decision
Making

2.82

0.83

2.87

0.76

0.17

0.68

-0.06

(Table 5 continues)
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(Table 5 continues)

Level of Coursework/Training
2

( = .929, F (10, 342) = 1.29, p = .237, ηp = 0.04).
Univariate Differences for Construct 1 F (2, 175) = 3.08, p = .048, ηp2 = .03) and
Construct 5 F (2, 175) = 3.61, p = .029, ηp2 = .04)

RTISES-II Construct

Little training
(n = 51)

Some training
(n = 85)

F

p

g

M

SD

M

SD

1. Differentiation to
Assess and Engage
Learners

2.55

0.65

2.73

0.74

2.03

0.16

-0.25

2. Meeting Needs of
English Language
Learners

2.58

1.12

2.69

1.03

0.40

0.53

-0.11

3. Seeking Evidencebased Support

2.82

1.00

2.88

0.83

0.13

0.72

-0.06

4. Collaboration

2.74

1.04

2.82

0.85

0.24

0.63

-0.09

5. Data-driven Decision
Making

2.63

0.88

2.87

0.72

3.79

0.05

-0.31

(Table 5 continues)

99

(Table 5 continues)

RTISES-II Construct

Extensive
training
(n = 42)

Little training
(n = 51)

F

p

g

M

SD

M

SD

1. Differentiation to
Assess and Engage
Learners

2.55

0.65

2.95

0.95

5.73

0.02

-0.49

2. Meeting Needs of
English Language
Learners

2.58

1.12

2.48

1.00

0.17

0.68

0.08

3. Seeking Evidencebased Support

2.82

1.00

3.03

1.02

0.95

0.33

-0.20

4. Collaboration

2.74

1.04

3.08

0.86

2.83

0.10

-0.35

5. Data-driven Decision
Making

2.63

0.88

3.06

0.77

6.19

0.01

-0.51

(Table 5 continues)
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RTISES-II Construct

Extensive
training
(n =42)

Some training
(n = 85)

F

p

g

M

SD

M

SD

1. Differentiation to
Assess and Engage
Learners

2.73

0.74

2.95

0.95

2.06

0.15

-0.27

2. Meeting Needs of
English Language
Learners

2.69

1.03

2.48

1.00

1.19

0.28

0.20

3. Seeking Evidencebased Support

2.88

0.83

3.03

1.02

0.77

0.38

-0.16

4. Collaboration

2.82

0.85

3.08

0.86

2.54

0.11

-0.30

5. Data-driven Decision
Making

2.87

0.72

3.06

0.77

1.87

0.17

-0.26
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Research Question Three
Are there differences in educators’ perceptions of their school’s climate for
educational leadership with respect to twenty TELL Tennessee items measuring Green’s
four-dimensional model?
Across all 178 participants with complete responses to both instruments and all
demographic questions, scale means measuring Green’s four dimensions of educational
leadership tended to indicate high levels of approbation for the administrators being
assessed. With agreement with an item denoted by a value of three and strong agreement
with an item denoted by a value of four, the scale means for Leadership Dimensions
One and Four would seem to imply that the leaders under consideration acted
conspicuously to “Understand Self and Others” (M = 3.05, SD = 0.55) and to ”Engage in
Best Leadership Practices” (M = 3.00, SD = 0.56) and only slightly less strongly to
“Understand the Complexity of Organizational Life” (M = 2.98, SD = 0.50) and to “Build
Bridges through Relationships” (M = 2.97, SD = 0.52). Consistent with the item level
frequencies shown in Table 6, the results of a Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance
(R-ANOVA) suggested neither multivariate differences between the four Dimension
means ( = .957, F(3, 175) = 2.63, p = .052, ηp2 = 0.04) nor univariate differences when
six pairs of means were compared. As shown in Table 7, four of the six aforementioned
comparisons, three of them pertinent to Dimension Four and one other contrasting the
means for Dimensions Two and Three, resulted in correlated effect sizes that were near
zero. Somewhat larger but still considerably less than robust was the correlated effect size
involving the comparisons between highest of the four means and the two lowest.
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Table 6
Frequencies and Percentage on Items Representing the Dimensions of Green’s Model

Leadership Item (N = 178)

SD

D

A

SA

1-2-1. The faculty and leadership have a shared
vision.

3.4%

12.4%

65.7%

18.5%

1-2-2. Teachers are held to high professional
standards for delivering instruction.

1.1%

7.3%

59.0%

32.6%

6.2%

12.4%

61.8%

19.7%

1.7%

5.1%

65.7%

27.5%

4.5%

18.1%

61.6%

15.8%

11.8%

30.9%

49.4%

7.9%

1.7%

10.7%

66.9%

20.8%

1.7%

5.1%

62.1%

31.1%

4.5%

16.3%

54.5%

24.7%

1.7%

11.8%

64.6%

21.9%

1-2-3. Teacher performance is assessed
objectively.
1-2-4. Teachers are encouraged to reflect on
their own practice.
1-2-5. Provided supports (i.e., instructional
coaching, PLCs, etc.) translate to improvements
in instructional practices by teachers.
2-2-6.Teachers are protected from duties that
interfere with their essential role of educating
students.
2-2-7. Teachers have adequate space to work
productively.
2-2-8. The physical environment of classrooms
in this school supports teaching and learning.
2-2-9. There is an atmosphere of trust and mutual
respect.
2-2-10. Teachers work in professional learning
communities to develop and align instructional
practices.

(Table 6 continues)
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Leadership Item (N = 178)
3-2-11. This school maintains clear, two-way
communication with parents/guardians and the
community.
3- 2-12. Teachers are trusted to make sound
professional decisions about instruction.
3-2-13. Teachers are encouraged to participate
in school leadership roles.
3-2-14. Professional development provides
teachers with strategies to involve families and
other community members as active partners.
3-2-15. Professional development provides
ongoing opportunities for teachers to work with
colleagues to refine teaching practices.
4-2-16. Teachers have sufficient access to
appropriate instructional materials.
4-2-17. The school leadership facilitates using
data to improve student learning.
4-2-18. Teachers receive feedback that can help
them improve teaching.
4-2-19. The school improvement team provides
effective leadership at this school.
4-2-20. Professional learning opportunities are
aligned with the school’s improvement plan.
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SD

D

A

SA

1.1%

11.2%

66.9%

20.8%

1.7%

10.1%

60.7%

27.5%

2.3%

7.3%

60.5%

29.9%

6.2%

37.6%

47.8%

8.4%

3.9%

17.4%

64.0%

14.6%

4.5%

16.3%

57.9%

21.3%

2.8%

7.9%

62.9%

26.4%

2.2%

11.2%

65.2%

21.3%

5.1%

15.7%

65.2%

14.0%

2.3%

14.1%

65.5%

18.1%

Table 7
Summary of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (R-ANOVA) Results in Comparing
the Means on the Four Dimensions Associated with Green’s Model of Educational
Leadership Based on Twenty TELL Tennessee Items

Leadership Dimension

M

SD

1

Dimension 1: Leading
with an Understanding of
Self and Others

3.05

0.55

Dimension 2:
Understanding the
Complexity of
Organizational Life

2.98

0.50

Dimension 3: Building
Bridges through
Relationships

2.97

0.52

Dimension 4: Engaging in
Leadership Best
Practices

3.00

0.56

2

3

4

0.14

0.14

0.08

0.01

-0.05

-0.05

Note. The results of a Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (R-ANOVA)
indicated that in comparing the four dimension means no statistically significant
differences were observed ( = .957, F (3, 175) = 2.63, p = .052, ηp2 = 0.04). At
corrected alpha levels ( = .05/6), post hoc testing likewise revealed no such
differences to obtain in comparing six pairs of means. Consitent with the overall
results, the correlated effect sizes that have been computed for each comparison are
slight in three cases and near zero in the remaing three.
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Because these two means and their standard deviations were nearly identical, the
resulting correlated effect sizes were themselves nearly identical (at gr= 0.14) and, by
conventional effect size metrics, insubstantial.
Research Question Four
Across the four dimensions constituting Green’s model, does the perceived
climate for educational leadership differ by such respondent characteristics as gender,
status as a general or special education teacher, overall years of experience in
education, and level of training in special education?
Although there were no apparent differences between the four dimension means
when the responses of all 178 participants were examined, significant multivariate results
were observed when participants were grouped by gender ( = .935, F(4, 173) = .2.99, p
= .020, ηp2 = 0.07) and years of experience ( = .937, F(5, 172) = 2.90, p = .023, ηp2 =
0.06). While none of the univariate comparisons by gender was statistically significant at
conventional alpha levels, all four of the means trended in favor of females with
noteworthy effect sizes observed for the more “relationally-oriented” of the four: namely,
“Understanding Self and Others” (F(1, 176) = 2.92, p = .09, g = -0.32) and “Building
Bridges through Relationships” ” (F(1, 176) = 3.83, p = .05, g = -0.37). On the other
hand, mean differences pertinent to teachers’ years of experience trended towards the
group with more experience, with larger effect sizes observed for the more “taskoriented” of the dimensions: namely, “Understanding the Complexity of Organizational
Life” (F(1, 176) = 3.32, p = .07, g = -0.27) and, to a much lesser extent, “Engaging in
Leadership Best Practices” (F(1, 176) = 2.07, p = .15, g = -0.21).
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While no multivariate effect was observed for the variable concerning the
respondents’ level of training, higher means on the four Dimensions tended to be
observed for the groups claiming more training or coursework, with the largest effects
involving the two extreme groups. Comparing the means on “Understanding Self and
Others” for the group with “little” training (M = 2.96, SD = 0.57) versus the group with
“extensive” training (M = 3.20, SD = 0.49) issued in an outcome that was not only
statistically significant but substantively meaningful (F(1, 91) = 4.79, p = .03, g = -0.45).
While not statistically significant, a robust effect size resulted when the means for the
group with “little” training (M = 2.89, SD = 0.58) and the group with “extensive” training
(M = 3.11, SD = 0.55) were compared on “Engaging in Best Leadership Practices” (F(1,
91) = 3.51, p = .06, g = -0.39). Comparing the mean for the group with “extensive”
training and the mean for the group with “some” training (M = 3.03, SD = 0.55) on
“Understanding Self and Others” also resulted in a non-significant statistical outcome but
in an effect size differences that was not inconsiderable (F(1, 125) = 2.83, p = .09, g = 0.32).
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Table 8
Summary of Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) Results Comparing the Means
on the Four Dimensions of Green’s Model of Educational Leadership by Respondent
Gender, Teacher Status, Years of Experience, and Level of Training in Special Education

Gender
( = .935, F (4, 173) = .2.99, p = .020, ηp2 = 0.07).

Dimension

Male
(n = 35)

Female
(n = 143)

F

p

g

M

SD

M

SD

1: Leading with an
Understanding of Self and
Others

2.91

0.51

3.09

0.55

2.92

0.09

-0.32

2: Understanding the
Complexity of
Organizational Life

2.88

0.49

3.00

0.50

1.68

0.20

-0.24

3: Building Bridges
through Relationships

2.82

0.44

3.01

0.53

3.83

0.05

-0.37

4: Engaging in Leadership
Best Practices

2.99

0.57

3.01

0.57

0.03

0.85

-0.03

(Table 8 continues)
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(Table 8 continues)
Teacher Status
( = .989, F (4, 173) = .460, p = .465, ηp2 = 0.01).
General
(n = 150)

Dimension

SPED
(n = 28)

F

p

g

M

SD

M

SD

1: Leading with an
Understanding of Self and
Others

3.05

0.55

3.08

0.55

0.09

0.77

-0.06

2: Understanding the
Complexity of
Organizational Life

2.98

0.49

2.99

0.54

0.01

0.93

-0.02

3: Building Bridges
through Relationships

2.98

0.51

2.93

0.58

0.26

0.61

0.11

4: Engaging in Leadership
Best Practices

3.01

0.56

2.96

0.59

0.17

0.68

0.08

F

p

g

Years of Experience
( = .937, F (5, 172) = 2.90, p = .023, ηp2 = 0.06).

Dimension

14 or Fewer
(n = 89)

More than 14
(n = 89)

M

SD

M

SD

1: Leading with an
Understanding of Self and
Others

3.03

0.56

3.07

0.53

0.28

0.60

-0.08

2: Understanding the
Complexity of
Organizational Life

2.91

0.54

3.05

0.45

3.32

0.07

-0.27

3: Building Bridges
through Relationships

2.98

0.53

2.97

0.51

0.03

0.87

0.02

4: Engaging in Leadership
Best Practices

2.94

0.56

3.07

0.57

2.07

0.15

-0.21

(Table 8 continues)
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Level of Training
( = .958, F (8, 344) = .926, p = .495, ηp2 = 0.02).
Little training
(n = 51)
M
SD

Some training
(n = 85)
M
SD

2.96

0.57

3.03

2.90

0.56

3: Building Bridges
through Relationships

2.92

4: Engaging in Leadership
Best Practices

2.89

Dimension

1: Leading with an
Understanding of Self and
Others
2: Understanding the
Complexity of
Organizational Life

Dimension

F

p

g

0.55

0.59

0.44

-0.14

2.99

0.47

0.99

0.32

-0.17

0.51

2.98

0.52

0.40

0.53

-0.11

0.58

3.02

0.56

1.49

0.22

-0.21

F

p

g

Extensive
training
(n = 42)
M
SD

Little training
(n = 51)
M

SD

2.96

0.57

3.20

0.49

4.79

0.03

-0.45

2.90

0.56

3.06

0.48

2.11

0.15

-0.30

3: Building Bridges
through Relationships

2.92

0.51

3.03

0.52

1.00

0.32

-0.21

4: Engaging in Leadership
Best Practices

2.89

0.58

3.11

0.55

3.51

0.06

-0.39

1: Leading with an
Understanding of Self and
Others
2: Understanding the
Complexity of
Organizational Life

(Table 8 continues)
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Dimension

Extensive
training
(n =42)
M
SD

Some training
(n = 85)

F

p

g

M

SD

3.03

0.55

3.20

0.49

2.83

0.09

-0.32

2.99

0.47

3.06

0.48

0.63

0.43

-0.15

3: Building Bridges
through Relationships

2.98

0.52

3.03

0.52

0.24

0.62

-0.09

4: Engaging in Leadership
Best Practices

3.02

0.56

3.11

0.55

0.87

0.35

-0.17

1: Leading with an
Understanding of Self and
Others
2: Understanding the
Complexity of
Organizational Life
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Research Question Five
What is the strength of relationship between educators’ reported self-efficacy for
multi-tiered instruction with respect to the five constructs measured by the Response to
Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) and an overall assessment of the
perceived climate for educational leadership measured by Green’s four-dimensional
model?
On the five constructs measured by the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy
Scale II, systematically positive relationships were observed across all 178 respondents
with respect to two of the four dimensions of Green’s Educational Leadership Model. As
seen in Table 7, scores on the RTISES-II scale “Differentiation to Assess and Engage
Learners” were observed to be statistically significantly linked to both Dimension One
“Leading with an Understanding of Self and Others” (r = .16, p <.05) and to Dimension
Four “Engaging in Leadership Best Practices” (r = .19, p <.05). Likewise were
statistically significant associations observed between scores on RTISES-II measure of
self-efficacy for “Data Driven Decision Making” and both Dimension One of Green’s
model (r = .19, p <.05) and Dimension Four of Green’s model (r = .25, p <.05). Although
scores on the RTISES-II measure of “Meeting the Needs of English Language Learners”
were also statistically significantly linked to Dimension Four of Green’s Model apropos
“Engaging in Leadership Best Practices” (r = .17, p < .05), scores on only one RTISES-II
construct proved to be systematically related to “total” scores on Green’s model across all
178 respondents: namely, self-efficacy for “Data Driven Decision Making” (r = .19, p <
.05).
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Interestingly, as a preview of what emerged when correlations pertinent to various
subgroups of respondents were examined, correlations between scores on RTISES-II
Constructs One and Five and scores on all four Leadership Dimensions were seen
markedly to increase when the responses of only those with “extensive” (n = 19, 10.7%),
“very extensive” (n = 7, 3.9%), or “specialty” (n = 18, 9.0%) levels of coursework in
special education were excluded from the analyses. As can be seen in Table 10, retaining
just the two groups of less well-trained respondents (n = 138) rendered the correlation
between RTISES-II Construct One and Leadership Dimensions One (r = .18, p < .05),
Two (r = .18, p < .05) and Three (r = .18, p < .05) statistically significant, as well as
increased the already statistically significant correlations between Construct One and
Dimension Four (r = .30, p < .01), and Construct One and the “total” Leadership score (r
= .24, p < .01).
Much the same sorts of outcomes were observed with respect to RTISES-II
Construct Five. That is, retaining only the two groups of less well-trained respondents (n
= 138) rendered the correlation between RTISES-II Construct Five and Leadership
Dimensions One (r = .22, p < .05), Two (r = .20, p < .05), and Three (r = .19, p < .05),
statistically significant, as well as increased the already statistically significant
correlations between Construct Five and Dimension Four (r = .36, p < .01), and Construct
Five and the “total” Leadership score (r = .28, p < .01). While the exclusion of the better
trained respondents slightly increased the already statistically significant relationship
between RTISES-II Construct Two and Leadership Dimension Four (r = .22, p < .05),
correlations between that construct with the other three Leadership Dimensions were not
substantially affected.
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Table 9
Matrix of Correlations between Means on the Five Constructs Measured by the Response
to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) and Means on the Four Dimensions
Associated with Green’s Model of Educational Leadership

Measure (N = 178)

1.Understanding of
Self and Others

2. Complexity of
3. Bridges
Organizational Life through Relationships

4. Leadership Best
Practices

Overall

Construct 1: Differentiation to
Assess and Engage Learners

.16

*

.10*

.09*

.17

*

.15*

Construct 2: Meeting Needs
of English Language Learners

.03*

.09*

.10*

.17

*

.11*

Construct 3: Seeking
Evidence-based Support

-.04*

.01*

.00*

.01*

.00*

Construct 4: Collaboration

-.01*

.01*

.02*

.02*

.01*

Construct 5: Data-driven
Decision Making

.19

.13*

.11*

.25

*

* p < .05, **p < .01 (two-tailed).
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**

.19

*

Table 10
Matrix of Correlations between Means on the Five RTSISES-II Constructs and Means on
the Four Dimensions Associated with Green’s Model of Educational Leadership
Excluding Extensively Well-Trained Respondents.

Measure (N = 138)

1.Understanding of
Self and Others

2. Complexity of
3. Bridges
Organizational Life through Relationships

4. Leadership Best
Practices

Overall

Construct 1: Differentiation to
Assess and Engage Learners

.18*

.18*

.18*

.30**

.24**

Construct 2: Meeting Needs
of English Language Learners

.09

.08

.12

.22*

,14

Construct 3: Seeking
Evidence-based Support

.02

.09

.10

.09

.08

Construct 4: Collaboration

.01

.03

.07

.07

.05

Construct 5: Data-driven
Decision Making

.22*

.20*

.19*

.36**

.28**

* p < .05, **p < .01 (two-tailed).
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Research Question Six
Is the strength of relationship between educators’ reported self-efficacy for multitiered instruction with respect to the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II
(RTISES-II) and an overall assessment of the perceived climate for educational
leadership measured by Green’s four-dimensional model, mediated by the previously
mentioned respondent characteristics?
Findings with respect to Research Question Six are of two types: first, statistically
significant correlations between the “total” leadership score and the five RTISES-II
constructs that emerge for particular subgroups of respondents by gender, status, years of
experience, and level of training and, second, statistically significant differences in the
strength of the association between the “total” leadership score and the five RTISES-II
constructs when subgroup correlations are compared.
Consistent with the results obtained for Research Question Five, six of the seven
statistically significant subgroup correlations were observed with respect to the RTISES-II
scale “Differentiation to Assess and Engage Learners” and the RTISES-II measure of selfefficacy for “Data Driven Decision Making.” By subgroup and construct these six
correlations were as follows:


Construct 5: Data-driven Decision Making and Leadership for Females (r(144)
=.22, p < .01);



Construct 1: Differentiation to Assess and Engage Learners and Leadership for
General Education Teachers (r(150) =.23, p < .01);



Construct 5: Data-driven Decision Making and Leadership for General Education
Teachers (r(150) =.25, p < .01);
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Construct 1: Differentiation to Assess and Engage Learners and Leadership for
Respondents with “Little” Training (r(51) =.34, p < .01);



Construct 5: Data-driven Decision Making and Leadership for Respondents with
“Little” Training (r(51) =.31, p < .01);



Construct 5: Data-driven Decision Making and Leadership for Respondents with
“Some” Training (r(185) =.25, p < .01).
For teachers with 14 or fewer years of experience, there was a one-off statistically

significant relationship observed with respect to Construct 2: Meeting Needs of English
Language Learners and Leadership (r(89) = .24, p < .05) that is also consistent with the
results for Research Question Five.
With respect to comparing subgroup correlations, four statistically significant
differences were observed, three of the four concerning the respondent’s level of training.
For Construct 1: Differentiation to Assess and Engage Learners and Leadership, the
correlation obtained for respondents with “Little” Training (r(51) =.34, p < .01)
contrasted significantly with the correlation obtained for respondents with “Extensive”
Training (r(42) =-.15) and was linked to a robust effect size difference (z = 2.31, p =.02,
g = 0.35). Similarly, for Construct 5: Data-driven Decision Making and Leadership, the
correlation obtained for respondents with “Little” Training (r(51) =.31, p < .01)
contrasted significantly with the correlation obtained for respondents with “Extensive”
Training (r(42) =-.19) and was linked to a robust effect size difference (z = 2.40, p =.02,
g = 0.36). For that same RTISES-II construct, the correlation obtained for respondents
with “Some” Training (r(85) =.25, p < .05) contrasted significantly with the correlation
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obtained for respondents with “Extensive” Training (r(42) =-.19). The comparison was
also linked to a robust effect size (z = 2.29, p =.02, g = 0.34).
As regards a final difference observed, a negative but not statistically significant
correlation between leadership and “Seeking Evidence-Based Support” for Special
Education teachers (r(28) = -.36) with a positive but not statistically significant
correlation between those two variables for General Education teachers (r(28) = .07).
Although both correlations were themselves not statistically significant, the contrast
between them was linked to a statistically significant outcome and a robust effect size (z
= 2.05, p =.04, g = 0.31).
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Table 11
Correlations between Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) Scores
and Overall Scores on Green’s Model of Educational Leadership Compared by
Respondent Gender, Teacher Status, Years of Experience, and Extent of Training in
Special Education
Males
r1
(n = 35)

Females
r2
(n = 143)

z

p

g

Construct 1: Differentiation
to Assess and Engage
Learners

.13*

.16*

-0.13

.90

-0.02

Construct 2: Meeting Needs
of English Language
Learners

.25*

.08*

0.89

.37

0.13

Construct 3: Seeking
Evidence-based Support

.06*

-.02*

0.39

.70

0.06

Construct 4: Collaboration

-.10*

.03*

-0.68

.50

-0.10

Construct 5: Data-driven
Decision Making

.08*

.22**

-0.76

-.76

-0.11

Gender (N = 178)

* p < .05, **p < .01 (two-tailed).

(Table 11 continues)
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Gen Ed
r1
(n = 150)

SPED
r2
(n = 28)

z

p

g

Construct 1: Differentiation
to Assess and Engage
Learners

.23**

-.17*

1.89

0.06

0.28

Construct 2: Meeting Needs
of English Language
Learners

.13*

.00*

0.59

0.56

0.09

Construct 3: Seeking
Evidence-based Support

.07*

-.36*

2.05

0.04

0.31

Construct 4: Collaboration

.03*

-.10*

0.63

0.53

0.09

Construct 5: Data-driven
Decision Making

.25**

-.10*

1.61

0.11

0.24

14 or Fewer
r1
(n = 89)

More than 14
r2
(n = 89)

z

p

g

Construct 1: Differentiation
to Assess and Engage
Learners

.17*

.13*

0.27

.79

0.04

Construct 2: Meeting Needs
of English Language
Learners

.24*

-.05*

1.92

.05

0.29

Construct 3: Seeking
Evidence-based Support

.11*

-.14*

1.65

.10

0.25

Construct 4: Collaboration

.05*

-.03*

0.52

.60

0.08

Construct 5: Data-driven
Decision Making

.21*

.17*

0.21

.83

0.03

Status (N = 178)

* p < .05, **p < .01 (two-tailed).

Experience (N = 178)

* p < .05, **p < .01 (two-tailed).

(Table 11 continues)
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Little
r1
(n = 51)

Some
r2
(n = 85)

z

p

g

Construct 1: Differentiation
to Assess and Engage
Learners

.34*

.18*

0.92

.36

0.14

Construct 2: Meeting Needs
of English Language
Learners

.09*

.18*

-0.53

.60

-0.08

Construct 3: Seeking
Evidence-based Support

.22*

-.03*

1.40

.16

0.21

Construct 4: Collaboration

.05*

.05*

-0.02

.98

0.00

Construct 5: Data-driven
Decision Making

.31*

.25*

0.40

.69

0.06

Little
r1
(n = 51)

Extensive
r2
(n = 42)

z

p

g

Construct 1: Differentiation
to Assess and Engage
Learners

.34*

-.15*

2.31

.02

0.35

Construct 2: Meeting Needs
of English Language
Learners

.09*

.01*

0.35

.73

0.05

Construct 3: Seeking
Evidence-based Support

.22*

-.29*

2.44

.01

0.37

Construct 4: Collaboration

.05*

-.23*

1.29

.20

0.19

Construct 5: Data-driven
Decision Making

.31*

-.19*

2.40

.02

0.36

Training (N = 178)

* p < .05, **p < .01 (two-tailed).
Training (N = 178)

* p < .05, **p < .01 (two-tailed).

(Table 11 continues)
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Some
r1
(n = 85)

Extensive
r2
(n = 42)

z

p

g

Construct 1: Differentiation
to Assess and Engage
Learners

.18*

-.15*

1.70

.09

0.25

Construct 2: Meeting Needs
of English Language
Learners

.18*

.01*

0.88

.38

0.13

Construct 3: Seeking
Evidence-based Support

-.03*

-.29*

1.40

.16

0.21

Construct 4: Collaboration

.05*

-.23*

1.45

.15

0.22

Construct 5: Data-driven
Decision Making

.25*

-.19*

2.29

.02

0.34

Training (N = 178)

* p < .05, **p < .01 (two-tailed).

122

Summary
Across a sample of 178 respondents, educators’ professed self-efficacy for multitiered instruction was somewhat weak, with scale means obtained on the five RTSES-II
constructs somewhat more robust than a value of two (denoting “I’m starting to get it, but
want lots more [training]”) but somewhat less robust than a value of three (denoting “I do
this, but could benefit from more [training]”). When the means on the five constructs
were compared, a Repeated Measures ANOVA revealed systematic differences between
respondents’ self-assessed efficacy for “Meeting the needs of English Language
Learners” and their self-efficacy for “Seeking Evidence-Based Support” and their Selfself-efficacy for “Data-driven decision making.” Although no such differences were
observed when the four means obtained on Green’s model of educational leadership were
analyzed, systematically positive relationships were observed between means on two of
the four RTSES-II constructs and means on two of the four dimensions Green’s
Educational Leadership model: specifically, the RTSES-II construct “Differentiation to
Assess and Engage Learners” and the Dimensions “Understanding Self and Others” (r
(178) = .16, p < .05) and “Engaging in Leadership Best Practices” r (178) = .17 p < .05)
the RTSES-II construct “Data-driven decision making” and Understanding Self and
Others” (r (178) = .19, p < .05) and “Engaging in Leadership Best Practices” r (178) =
.25 p < .05). When subgroup correlations where computed by the respondent’s level of
training or coursework in Special Education, those having “extensive” training were
observed to suppress the extent of these relationships. When only those with less training
were included in the analyses, not only did the aforementioned correlations increase in
size, the number of statistically significant correlations between RTSES-II constructs One
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and Five and Green’s Leadership Dimensions also increased. Between a “total” score on
Green’s model and the RTSES-II construct “Differentiation to Assess and Engage
Learners” the correlation for 138 respondents was r(138) = .24, p > .01. Between a
“total” score on Green’s model and the RTSES-II construct “Data-driven decision
making” the correlation for 138 respondents was r(138) = .28, p < .01.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION, SUMMARY, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to determine the level of self-efficacy possessed by
teachers in regard to multi-tiered instruction and those teachers’ beliefs about the
educational leadership in their schools and districts. With RTI still in its initial stages of
implementation in the state of Tennessee, determining whether or not teachers believe
they possess the ability to successfully implement the practice plays a significant role in
whether or not this mandate will be successful. Although RTI has research-based
evidence that it is a beneficial practice that can improve students’ abilities in reading,
math, and writing, teacher readiness can be the deciding factor which determines if this
research-based practice proves to be effective within schools. Furthermore, making a
determination about the climate of leadership in the schools and districts attempting to
implement RTI as a daily practice to improve student learning can allow an
understanding of the role played by school leaders as this initial implementation has
taken place.
Review of the Methodology
The methodology of this study utilized two instruments to achieve the results
obtained. Teachers from school districts in west Tennessee completed the 48-item survey.
The first instrument, the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) was
developed by Barnes and Burchard (2011) to attempt to make a determination about the
training teachers need in order to make effective practice of multi-tiered instruction
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(MTI) or response to intervention (RTI) in their classrooms. Barnes and Burchard (2011)
classified five areas necessary to effectively implement MTI or RTI practices. Those
constructs were universal design for learning, proficiency in judging evidence-based
practices, collaboration, data-driven decision-making, and implementation of
interventions.
The second instrument employed in this study was the Teaching, Empowering,
Leading and Learning Questionnaire (TELL) survey. This survey was originally
developed at the New Teacher Center in 2002 and provides information apropos to
school leadership regarding eight research-based constructs, including time, facilities and
resources, community support and involvement, managing student conduct, teacher
leadership, school leadership, professional development, and instructional practices and
support (TELL Tennessee Research Brief, 2013).
The research questions for this study were as follows:
Research Question 1: Are there differences in educators’ reported self-efficacy for
multi-tiered instruction with respect to the five constructs measured by the Response to
Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II)?
Research Question 2: Across the five constructs measured by the Response to
Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II), does the reported self-efficacy differ by
such respondent characteristics as gender, status as a general or special education
teacher, overall years of experience in education, and level of training in special
education?
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Research Question 3: Are there differences in educators’ perceptions of their school’s
climate for educational leadership with respect to twenty TELL Tennessee items
measuring Green’s four-dimensional model?
Research Question 4: Across the four dimensions constituting Green’s model, does the
perceived climate for educational leadership differ by such respondent characteristics as
gender, status as a general or special education teacher, overall years of experience in
education, and level of training in special education?
Research Question 5: What is the strength of relationship between educators’ reported
self-efficacy for multi-tiered instruction with respect to the five constructs measured by
the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) and an overall assessment
of the perceived climate for educational leadership measured by Green’s fourdimensional model?
Research Question 6: Is the strength of relationship between educators’ reported selfefficacy for multi-tiered instruction with respect to the Response to Intervention SelfEfficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) and an overall assessment of the perceived climate for
educational leadership measured by Green’s four-dimensional model, mediated by the
previously mentioned respondent characteristics?
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Summary of the Results
Research Question 1:
Are there differences in educators’ reported self-efficacy for multi-tiered
instruction with respect to the five constructs measured by the Response to Intervention
Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II)?
With any initiative, self-efficacy is paramount to effective implementation.
However, across all five constructs measured on the RTISES-II, the means obtained by
the questionnaire were all below 3 on the five-point scale, which indicates that teachers
could “benefit from more” training regarding multi-tiered instruction. Viewing all
responses from the RTI-SES II indicates that approximately only one in four or one in
five teachers believe they possess the necessary ability to effectively implement RTI.
While the means for all five constructs of the RTI-SES II displayed the
aforementioned perceived inability of teachers to effectively implement RTI, a Repeated
Measures Analysis of Variance (R-ANOVA) showed that a statistically significant
difference exists between the responses of Construct Two, “Meeting the Needs of ELL
Students,” and Construct Three, “Seeking Evidence-based Support.” Additionally, a
statistically significant difference also exists between Construct Two and Construct Five,
“Data-driven Decision Making.”
Since a language barrier does exist for teachers in the United States effectively
engaging English Language Learners (Goldenberg, 2013) and resources and training do
not exist in excess within schools (Harris, 2012), the statistically significant difference
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between Construct Two and Constructs Three and Five should not be particularly
surprising. Given that all five constructs within the survey indicate that teachers do not
believe they are able to meet student needs without further support, Construct Two is
compounded due to the lack of adequate training (Sun, J., Nam, J., & Vanderwood, M.,
2010) and research (Goldenberg, 2013) to determine the best practices for ELLs.
Research Question 2:
Across the five constructs measured by the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy
Scale II (RTISES-II), does the reported self-efficacy differ by such respondent
characteristics as gender, status as a general or special education teacher, overall years of
experience in education, and level of training in special education?
Although no statistical significance was shown across the five multivariate
outcomes, the level of coursework completed did show to be statistically significant in a
univariate analysis for Construct One, “Differentiation to Assess and Engage Learners,”
and Construct Five, “Data-driven Decision Making.” Contrasting results were found
between those teachers with “little” training and those with “extensive” training for both
Constructs One and Five.
The connection between Construct One, “Differentiation to Assess and Engage
Learners,” and level of training is supported by research that indicates teacher selfefficacy is increased when teachers attend more professional development with the
specific topic of differentiation (Dixon, Yssel, McConnell, & Hardin, 2014). These
teachers with more training become more likely to put in place new learning strategies,
new management strategies, increased assistance for students not progressing, increased
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student self-efficacy through their own self-efficacy, and manageable goals for students
with increased effort when those goals are not met initially (Corkett, Hatt, & Benevides,
2011).
The increased self-efficacy of teachers regarding Construct Five, “Data-driven
Decision Making,” is also displayed through the previously cited research by Corkett et
al. (2011) regarding increased student assistance when goals are not met and the
increased ability to set manageable goals for students. Additionally, data-driven decision
making is shown to be an essential component of effective RTI implementation
(McDaniel, Albritton, & Roach, 2013; Ridgeway, Price, Simpson, & Rose, 2012).
Therefore, reasoning would indicate that teachers possessing “extensive” training would
believe they are better equipped to make data-based decisions than those who possess
“little” training.
Research Question 3:
Are there differences in educators’ perceptions of their school’s climate for
educational leadership with respect to twenty TELL Tennessee items measuring Green’s
four-dimensional model?
Across all four dimensions of Green’s model, “Leading with an Understanding of
Self and Others,” “Understanding the Complexity of Organizational Life,” “Building
Bridges through Relationships,” and “Engaging in Leadership Best Practices,”
respondents displayed generally positive results for educational leadership within their
schools. Additionally, no statistically significant differences were shown among survey
responses. Furthermore, even when a Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (R130

ANOVA) was applied to the results across the four dimensions, no statistically significant
results were observed.
Research Question 4:
Across the four dimensions constituting Green’s model, does the perceived
climate for educational leadership differ by such respondent characteristics as gender,
status as a general or special education teacher, overall years of experience in education,
and level of training in special education?
When multivariate outcomes were discerned across the four dimensions of
Green’s model, a statistically significant difference was shown to exist for gender and
years of experience.
Particularly, a statistically significant difference existed in the comparison of
males and females with females believing their school leadership to be more in tune with
the relational dimensions of “Leading with an Understanding of Self and Others” and
“Building Bridges through Relationships.” These results indicate that female respondents
value a school leader’s ability to possess a keen understanding of his or her own personal
beliefs which enables certain behaviors in various situations and his or her ability to
develop an understanding of the plethora of individuals he or she will encounter both
inside and outside the school as its leader (Green, 2010) in regard to “Leading with an
Understanding of Self and Others.” Also, female respondents’ results regarding “Building
Bridges through Relationships” display the importance they place on a school leader’s
ability to engage with stakeholders and create positive relationships with all involved in

131

the operation of a school and maintain such relationships for the benefit of the school
(Green, 2010).
Conversely, those teachers surveyed with more than 14 years of experience scored
their school leaders higher in the dimensions that are indicative of the task side of
leadership, “Understanding the Complexity of Organizational Life” and “Engaging in
Leadership Best Practices.” For “Understanding the Complexity of Organizational Life,”
the more experienced teachers indicated they see enhanced leadership in items such as
social interactions, school culture, and obtaining and keeping an effective faculty (Green,
2010). Also, “Engaging in Leadership Best Practices” points out that experienced
teachers believe school leadership is attempting to utilize effective, research-based
practices with the intent to continuously seek improvement more so than their less
experienced colleagues (Green, 2010).
Finally, although no statistical significance was indicated through the Multivariate
Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) regarding the level of training obtained by the
respondents, the mean for the group with “little” training compared to the group with
“extensive” training did produce a statistically significant difference for the
“Understanding Self and Others” dimension of Green’s model. Those survey respondents
with “extensive” training claimed that their school leaders display more aptitude
regarding the “Understanding Self and Others” dimension. Similar to the female
respondents who saw this dimension more present with school leaders, those respondents
with “extensive” training believe that their leaders have developed a deeper
understanding of themselves in order to be more adequately prepared for situations that
may arise as well as possessing an enhanced ability to engage with everyone they may
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encounter in an educational setting (Green, 2010). Furthermore, teachers with higher
levels of training have been shown to possess a higher degree of self-efficacy in various
educational settings (Dixon et al., 2014), which could cause those more readily to identify
school leaders who are better able to understand themselves and those around them.
Research Question 5:
What is the strength of relationship between educators’ reported self-efficacy for
multi-tiered instruction with respect to the five constructs measured by the Response to
Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II (RTISES-II) and an overall assessment of the perceived
climate for educational leadership measured by Green’s four-dimensional model?
Statistically significant correlations were found between Construct One of the
RTISES-II, “Differentiation to Assess and Engage Learners,” and Leadership Dimensions
One, “Understanding of Self and Others,” and Four, “Leadership Best Practices,” of
Green’s four-dimension model. Also, Construct Five, “Data-driven Decision Making,”
displayed a significant correlation to both Leadership Dimensions One and Four as well
as Dimension Two. In addition to those statistically significant relationships, Construct
Two, “Meeting Needs of English Language Learners,” also had a positive correlation to
Dimension Four, “Leadership Best Practices.” Finally, an overall statistically significant
correlation exists for all four of Green’s dimensions in regard to Construct Five, “Datadriven Decision Making.”
Therefore, those respondents who possessed a higher self-efficacy in
“Differentiation to Assess and Engage Learners” perceive their school leadership to be
stronger in regard to its “Understanding of Self and Others” and “Leadership Best
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Practices.” According to Ridgeway et al. (2012), differentiation of instruction can
become more readily available through the process of RTI. Through the results gleaned
from respondents, school leaders who have developed a better ability to recognize how
their “strengths, beliefs, values, and other personal qualities” effect those they are leading
(Green, 2010) apropos to Leadership Dimension One of Green’s model or those school
leaders who seek to stay current in educational trends with research-based results and
enact them in the school setting (Green, 2010), according to Leadership Dimension Four
of Green’s model, correlate to the increased self-efficacy of those respondents.
Likewise, those respondents who possess a relatively higher self-efficacy in
regard to “Data-driven Decision Making,” Construct Five, have a significant correlation
to school leadership regarding the same dimensions, One and Four, as mentioned in the
previous paragraph. Data is repeatedly emphasized by researchers to be a necessary
component of the implementation of RTI with fidelity (McDaniel et al., 2013; Pereles,
Omdal, & Baldwin, 2009; Ridgeway et al., 2012). Therefore, those same qualities in
school leaders as noted in the preceding paragraph lend increased self-efficacy in regard
to this necessary component of the RTI process.
Additionally, those same practices noted earlier regarding “Leadership Best
Practices” displayed a correlation on the self-efficacy of respondents regarding “Meeting
the Needs of English Language Learners.” Although the amount of research on effective
practices for ELLs is limited (Goldenberg, 2013), those school leaders who seek to induct
activities and programs grounded in research (Green, 2010)correlate to higher selfefficacy for those teachers in regard to ELLs.
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Finally, Construct Five, “Data-driven Decision Making,” is significantly
correlated to those who perceived their school leadership to be relatively positive across
Dimension Two, “Complexity of Organizational Life,” and Dimension Three, “Bridges
through Relationships,” as well as the aforementioned Dimensions One and Four. Such a
leader who has achieved a high score across all of Green’s dimensions has taken on the
characteristic of “chief learning officer” for the school and is able to envision a path for
the school and communicate such a vision to all stakeholders (Green, 2010).
Furthermore, and as a precursor to Research Question 6, when only those
respondents indicating lower levels of training in special education were included in the
analysis (n = 138), the correlation across all dimensions of Green’s four-dimension model
became statistically significant in regard to Constructs One and Five of the RTISES-II,
including Leadership Dimension Two, “Complexity of Organizational Life,” and
Dimension Three, “Bridges through Relationships.” Additionally, when those
respondents with more training were removed, Construct One and Construct Five were
shown to be statistically significant in their correlation to an overall score for Green’s
four-dimension model.
According to this information, those individuals with less training in special
education place increased significance on the practices of school leaders in terms of selfefficacy in regard to “Differentiation to Assess and Engage Learners” and “Data-driven
Decision Making,” two necessary components of RTI. The increased time spent by
teachers in professional development to prepare for teaching in special education, which
enables them to meet the needs of diverse learners (Dixon et al., 2014), allows such
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teachers to be less dependent on the leadership practices according to Green’s fourdimension model.
Research Question 6:
Is the strength of relationship between educators’ reported self-efficacy for multitiered instruction with respect to the Response to Intervention Self-Efficacy Scale II
(RTISES-II) and an overall assessment of the perceived climate for educational leadership
measured by Green’s four-dimensional model, mediated by the previously mentioned
respondent characteristics?
Similar to the results for Question Five, of the seven subgroups that showed a
statistically significant correlation to the “total” leadership score, six were for the
RTISES-II measures of self-efficacy for “Differentiation to Assess and Engage Learners”
and “Data-driven Decision Making.” The seventh instance of a statistically significant
correlation occurred for teachers with 14 or fewer years of experience regarding
Construct Two, “Meeting Needs of English Language Learners.” Although this
correlation is not displayed for Constructs One or Five, this correlation is consistent with
the findings addressed in Question Five. As was previously noted, self-efficacy is
increased for differentiation of instruction through professional development (Dixon et
al., 2014), which is an RTI practice (McDaniel et al., 2013). RTI practices are beneficial
for ELL students (Goldenberg, 2013), and a longer time in the profession will naturally
lead to more professional development opportunities.
When the comparisons for correlation among subgroups were determined, three
of the statistically significant differences existed regarding the level of training indicated
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by the respondent. “Differentiation to Assess and Engage Learners” and “total”
Leadership showed a statistically significant difference when correlation was sought for
respondents with “little” training and those indicating “extensive” training in special
education. The same results for “little” training and “extensive” training” were found
when correlations between Construct Five, “Data-driven Decision Making” and “total”
Leadership were found. Also, similar results were found when “some” training was
correlated with “extensive” training in regard to the same construct and “total”
Leadership. These results are consistent with the results indicated in the discussion of
results for Question Five.
Discussion of the Results
According to the means of the responses from the teachers completing the survey
indicated in Table 4, additional training is necessary for teachers to achieve positive selfefficacy in relation to implementing practices of multi-tiered instruction or response to
intervention across all five constructs of the RTISES-II. Although this study sought to
determine relationships between teacher self-efficacy for multi-tiered instruction and
leadership according to Green’s model, the low self-efficacy among teachers surveyed
indicates that improvement in all five constructs must be sought.
The effectiveness of RTI in classrooms is dependent on the self-efficacy of
teachers to effectively implement the practice. A teacher’s role in this process is essential
to provide students with needed supports to increase their ability in reading or math
(Ebbinger, 2016). Additionally, the teacher’s role in the process must be reviewed prior
to determinations of student placement (Richards, Pavri, Golez, Canges, & Murphy,
2007). Necessary traits for a teacher to possess in order to enlist “high quality, researched
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based” teaching include aspects that require a teacher to have a high level of self-efficacy
(Ridgeway et al., 2012). The results indicated by teacher responses in this study have
been present in previous research which claims that while teachers understand and agree
with the process and intent of RTI, they often struggle to provide the necessary
components to ensure it is implemented with fidelity (McDaniel et al., 2013).
Additionally, in the state of Tennessee and according to the Tennessee Center of
Regional Excellence (TNCore), “quality training and meaningful support” are essential
for successful implementation of the Response to Intervention and Instruction (RTI2)
mandate (TNCore, 2015).
While teacher self-efficacy can be an important indicator of positive impact for
any program or method (Corona et. al, 2017) and can further be noted as one of the most
strongly associated aspects to positive teacher effectiveness (Ham et. al, 2015), the
number of students identified for special education services since the IDEA 2004 allowed
RTI as an indicator for special education referral has not decreased substantially
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2018a), and specific learning disabilities is still
the most significant identification for special education services (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2018b). Furthermore, the need to decrease disproportional referrals
for subgroups, as referenced in IDEA 2004 (University of Kansas School of Education,
2018), has also not been achieved through RTI (National Center for Education Statistics,
2018b). Therefore, if RTI is to have the impact it is intended to have, better preparation
of teachers so that they will be able to feel confident in implementing practices in order to
achieve the goals initially intended by IDEA 2004 must be put into place.
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The results obtained from this study can give educational leaders a starting point
for specific areas that correlate with their practices in an effort to increase teacher selfefficacy. As indicated in the discussion of Research Question Five, teacher self-efficacy
regarding Construct One, “Differentiation to Assess and Engage Learners,” and Construct
Five, “Data-driven Decision Making,” significantly correlate to Dimension One,
“Understanding of Self and Others,” and Dimension Four, “Leadership Best Practices,”
from Green’s model. In any instance when improvement is sought, the ability to identify
specific areas that can provide an impact to the improvement process will trump a broad
improvement objective with no defined areas that have shown to be beneficial to
improving schools.
Recommendations
This study sought to determine if leadership characteristics according to Green’s
model were impactful on the constructs of self-efficacy identified by the RTISES-II.
While the results obtained from the survey did identify what was sought, another item
became apparent as well. An analysis of the results displayed the following:
1. Overall, teachers do not possess high self-efficacy across any of the five
constructs measured by the RTISES-II.
2. The first leadership dimension of Green’s model, “Understanding of Self and
Others,” has a statistically significant correlation to teacher self-efficacy
regarding “Differentiation to Assess and Engage Learners” and “Data-driven
Decision Making.”
3. The fourth leadership dimension of Green’s model, “Leadership Best
Practices,” has a statistically significant correlation to teacher self-efficacy
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regarding “Differentiation to Assess and Engage Learners” and “Data-driven
Decision Making.”
The conclusions obtained from the results of this study display the need for additional
professional development for teachers in regard to effective practices in the
implementation of RTI in their classrooms. Additionally, the correlation of Green’s
model allows educational leaders to identify the most effective ways to devise the types
of professional development that will increase teacher self-efficacy. Increasing teacher
self-efficacy will cause the positive impacts RTI can have for students to become a reality
within schools. The following recommendations serve as ways effective leadership
practices can impact the fidelity of RTI and multi-tiered instruction for students.
Enlist Special Education Teachers as Key Parts of the RTI Practice
While special education teachers may already be participating in RTI within
schools, the results obtained from the survey show that these teachers possess higher selfefficacy in the implementation of multi-tiered instruction. If special education teachers
have been separated from the implementation of RTI, schools need to allow them to be a
part of the process. In those schools where special education teachers are a part of the
process, their higher self-efficacy should lead school leaders to place them into various
professional learning communities or to enlist them in conducting professional
development opportunities for non-special education teachers.
Continue to Develop Their Own Values and Beliefs
School leaders display what they value in the frequent interactions they have as
they interact with teachers on a daily basis. The survey results display that leaders who
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develop a strong understanding of things they hold as paramount to education and how
those items impact others have a significant impact on teacher self-efficacy, particularly
for differentiation and data-based decisions.
Stay Current on Educational Trends
According to the survey results, “Leadership Best Practices” is an impactful way
to increase teacher self-efficacy. Since the amount of research in RTI is limited,
educational leaders must develop a strong understanding of the research that currently
exists and stay abreast of new research for RTI as it becomes available. Specifically,
leaders should focus on research regarding methods for differentiating instruction and
data-driven decision making.
Continue to Evaluate Teacher Self-efficacy for RTI
Since RTI is a relatively new practice, teacher self-efficacy is understandably low.
As leaders utilize the findings of this study to impact that self-efficacy, evaluating
procedures to determine if teacher self-efficacy has improved can further identify if the
process is being implemented with fidelity. Possibly utilizing the RTISES-II as a standalone measure could serve as a credible measure to determine if the leadership practices
are impacting teacher self-efficacy.
Recommendations for Further Study
This study can direct researchers to further studies which can impact the
implementation of RTI and multi-tiered practices. Based on the findings from this
research, the following research is recommended:
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First, conduct a survey solely on special education teachers. The results obtained
from this study indicated that those teachers possess a higher self-efficacy in RTI or
multi-tiered instructional practices. While such a study would not likely reach the number
of respondents that this study obtained, a larger number of special education teachers
could solidify the findings that special education teachers possess a higher amount of
self-efficacy for implementation of RTI. If a larger sample of special education teachers
is obtained that indicates increased self-efficacy for RTI practices, then preparation of
special education teachers could be studied in an effort to extend such training to general
education teachers, since multi-tiered instructional practices are not solely utilized in
special education settings.
Second, this study could be replicated for only elementary, middle, and/or high
school teachers. As indicated in the literature review, needed differences in RTI
implementation should exist as students ascend in their schooling. Therefore,
differentiating among the grade level taught could exemplify whether or not certain levels
are experiencing a higher level of self-efficacy than others.
Third, if replication of this study is sought, the size of the special education
population in the school for each respondent should be sought in order to determine if the
size of the population has an impact on teacher self-efficacy for RTI.
Finally, in order to achieve higher reliability and validity, a single survey could be
created, rather than a combination of two separate surveys. In order to achieve this, the
researcher would need to conduct a factor analysis with the stand-alone measure in order
to conclude if the new measure achieved increased reliability and validity.
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